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This study addressed the broader issue of the negative impact of the community
college practice of hiring large numbers of part-time faculty on graduation rates. Prior
research has determined that higher ratios of full-time faculty correlate significantly and
positively with community college graduation rates. This study extended the research of
institutional models affecting community college graduation rates and investigated the
nature of regional accreditation for the adequacy of full-time faculty as a determinate of
graduation rates. This study included all public 2-year institutions in the United States. A
correlational research design was implemented using data available through the National
Center for Education Statistics and the nation’s six regional accrediting agencies for
community colleges. Among the major findings in the study, graduation rates were found
to be significantly correlated among schools belonging to different regional accreditation
agencies. The study also determined that ratios of full-time faculty, institution size,
instructional spending, and ratios of full-time students correlated significantly with
increased graduation rates. When comparing community colleges among regional
accreditors that had no standards for regulating the adequacy of full-time faculty with

those who do, graduation rates did not correlate significantly. These results contribute to
the body of knowledge for institutional effects on graduation rates and also have
important implications for regional accreditors. The results suggest that regional
accrediting standards for the adequacy of full-time faculty may need to be more
prescriptive in nature to provide a direct impact on graduation rates.
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CHAPTER I
NATURE OF THE PROBLEM

While teaching and learning are core components of the community college
mission, it can be assumed that faculty who deliver instruction, who take responsibility
for the quality and effectiveness of the curriculum, and who generally organize the
learning environment are among the most critical of community college resources. These
primary functions, along with duties external to the classroom such as office hours,
advisement, counseling, sponsorship of student groups, and professional development,
only serve to expand recognition of the faculty’s role in the fulfillment of the community
college mission. These statements, however, are contrary to the hiring practices within
the community college system, where the majority of schools depend greatly on the use
of part-time instructors (Cohen & Brawer, 2008, p. 94).
The employment trend of the excessive use of part-time faculty in postsecondary
education has become a source of criticism over the past several decades (Benjamin,
2002; Cohen & Brawer, 2008). A review of data from the past 20 years from the
National Center for Educational Statistics (NCES) Integrated Postsecondary Education
Data System (IPEDS) surveys show the trend for employment of full-time faculty in the
nation’s public 2-year colleges is in decline. Today, nearly 70% of the nation’s
community college instructors have a part-time employment status (NCES, n.d.a). Figure
1.1 shows the 20 year employment trend for full-time faculty members for the 1,100
1

publiic communitty colleges loocated in thee United Stattes (NCES, n.d.a).
n
This figure
f
also
show
ws the proporrtion of full-ttime faculty has decreassed 10% sincce 1989. Nott only is this
trendd significant, but during this
t same tim
me, communnity college enrollment
e
g
grew
66%
(NCE
ES, n.d.a.). As
A numbers of full-time instructors retire,
r
this trrend is expeccted to
continnue (McLau
ughlin, 2005)).

Figurre 1.1

Perrcentage of Full-Time
F
Faaculty in Community Coolleges (N = 1,100)

There are two primaryy reasons whhy communiity colleges hire
h part-tim
me faculty.
The first
f
is that part-time
p
insttructors are paid
p less thaan full-time instructors
i
(G
Gappa,
1984)). This creattes an econoomic advantaage to meetinng budget deemands whille lessening
the neeed to emplo
oy other meaasures such as
a raising tuition (Christtensen, 20088). The
seconnd is that parrt-time facullty increase the
t institutioon’s flexibilitty in meeting
fluctuuations in en
nrollment dem
mands (Chriistensen, 20008; Gappa, 1984).
1
Part-ttime facultyy
can be
b more easilly dismissedd and reemplloyed as needded (Cohen & Brawer, 2008;
2
2

McLaughlin, 2005). While these two reasons advocate for the use of part-time faculty,
community colleges must be aware of how the overuse of this employment practice
affects the student’s decision to remain enrolled and complete a program.
Bailey and Alfonso (2005) pointed out that much of the research on completion
involves 4-year colleges and single-institution samples and that major national projects
on completion are now a decade old. They call for future research to identify effective
institutional policy and practices for increasing student success relative to the missions of
community colleges (Bailey & Alfonso, 2005). These and other observations have led to
ongoing efforts to determine institutional factors related to student completion, and
several paramount studies have emerged that conclude that the extensive use of part-time
faculty has negative effects on community college graduation rates (Ehrenberg & Zhang,
2005; Goble, Rosenbaum, & Stephan, 2008; Jacoby, 2006; Jaeger & Eagan, 2009).
These studies are perhaps even more significant in light of the current public focus on
institutional accountability for college completion. Most notably, the first-ever White
House Summit on Community Colleges was held in 2010 to increase national
communication and make recommendations for increasing community college
completion rates (The White House, 2011). Among the 18 recommendations related to
increasing completion among community college students, participants recognized the
need to foster an institution-level culture of evidence and research to enhance completion
efforts (The White House, 2011). Later that same year, the American Association of
Community Colleges (AACC, n.d.), along with five other national partners, launched the
College Completion Challenge to increase student completion rates by 50% over the next
decade.
3

Because the current body of research confirms the theoretical importance of
institutional practices of maintaining an adequate full-time faculty, the research problem
shifts focus to the ability of community colleges to maintain sufficient numbers of fulltime faculty. Bailey and Alfonso (2005) asserted that “accreditation agencies and state
regulators are increasingly scrutinizing measures of student outcome such as completion
rates” (p. 1). This observation stems from the fact that regional accreditors are the
primary means to which adequacy of full-time faculty is regulated in the United States.
Other prominent groups also point out the importance of a strong full-time faculty
presence. The most significant of these is the American Association of University
Professors (AAUP). The AAUP has published numerous position statements directly
targeting accreditation efforts as a means for resolving the issue of increasing usage of
part-time faculty (AAUP, 2008). While no such advocate group exists for community
colleges, the AAUP’s argument for additional controls of the high-usage of part-time
faculty can be generalized to the 2-year sector.
The only state in the United States to regulate the over-usage of employment of
part-time faculty is California. California established a state law to allow funding that
maintains 70% full-time faculty among its community college system (Chancellors
Office of California Community Colleges, 1987). Other than California’s law, the nation
delegates responsibility to the regional accreditors to determine if colleges have adequate
numbers of full-time faculty. Currently five of the six regional accrediting organizations
have standards for addressing adequacy of full-time faculty (Middle States Commission
on Higher Education (MSCHE), 2009; New England Association of Schools and
Colleges Commission on Institutions of Higher Education (NEASC-CIHE), 2011; North
4

Central Association of Colleges and Schools Higher Learning Commission (NCA-HLC),
2011; Northwest Commission on Colleges and Universities (NWCCU), 2010; Southern
Association of Colleges and Schools Commission on Colleges (SACSCOC), 2010;
Western Association of Schools and Colleges Accrediting Commission for Community
and Junior Colleges (WASC-ACCJC), 2011). And while most regional accreditation
agencies in the United States have taken steps to ensure sufficient numbers of full-time
faculty, schools in 19 states are currently unregulated for adequacy of full-time faculty.
Most national accreditors recognize the link between good institutions and
adequate full-time faculty and have created standards or criteria that regulate the
sufficiency of full-time faculty within the accreditation process (MSCHE, 2009; NEASCCIHE, 2011; NCA-HLC, 2011; NWCCU, 2010; SACSCOC, 2010; WASC-ACCJC,
2011).). A strong full-time faculty presence is not only good educational practice, it
builds community college teaching as a profession, and most importantly, it is consistent
with the increasing focus on accountability for student learning. Because of its strong ties
to graduation rates, community college leaders and stakeholders stand to benefit from the
success of regional accreditors in determining if schools have adequate full-time faculty
(Bailey, Calcagno, Jenkins, Leinbach, & Kienzl, 2005; Calcagno, Bailey, Jenkins, Kienzl,
& Leinbach, 2008; Ehrenberg & Zhang, 2005; Harrington & Schibik, 2001; Jacoby,
2006; Jaeger & Eagan, 2009). This study sought to provide insight into the effectiveness
of accreditation at regulating institutional quality by examining the accreditation agency’s
regard for sufficient full-time faculty in relation to graduation rates for community
colleges.

5

Statement of the Problem
The research on student persistence over the past several decades has revealed
that community colleges have low graduation rates (Bailey & Alfonso, 2005). In fact,
Bailey, Calcagno, Jenkins, Leinbach, and Kienzl (2006) determined that only one in three
community college students graduate with a degree or certificate. The research on
completion has primarily focused on student characteristics and experiences while
enrolled at the community college (Bailey & Alfonso, 2005; Cohen & Brawer, 2008;
Jacoby, 2006). However, Bailey et al. (2005) asserted that “by identifying and
implementing institutional practices and characteristics that contribute to completion,
community colleges should be able to increase the rates of graduation and transfer among
their students” (p. 4). The problem leading to this study is that graduation rates are low in
community colleges, and the employment of part-time faculty has a negative effect on
graduation rates. By understanding what and how institutional factors affect graduation
rates, accreditation agencies, policy-makers, and college leaders have a better chance of
implementing policies and practices that increase graduation rates.
Purpose of this Study
The purpose of this study was to extend the research of institutional models for
variables affecting community college graduation rates. The study investigated the
possibility of the variable of accreditation for the adequacy of full-time faculty as a
variable affecting graduation rates. The independent variable, regulation of adequacy of
full-time faculty by a regional accreditor, was compared to changes in graduation rates
while controlling for the effects of other variables known to affect graduation rates. To
isolate the variability in graduation rates based on the independent variable of interest,
6

institution size, minority representation, student status, financial aid, tuition costs, ratio of
full-time faculty, instructional and student service spending, and urbanization were
controlled for in the proposed model. This study sought to determine if accreditation
standards for the adequacy of full-time faculty is a key institutional variable affecting
graduation rates. In this research effort, the assumption is that overuse of part-time
instructors is educationally unsound and has a negative effect on the learning
environment (Benjamin, 2002; Jacoby, 2006; Jaeger & Eagan, 2009; Umbach, 2007).
Research Questions
The research questions for this study were structured to investigate the correlation
between regional accreditation agencies as related to the regulation of adequacy of fulltime faculty and graduation rates. The questions were designed to be investigated
sequentially and to guide the investigation of the study’s purpose.
1. Is there a significant correlation between graduation rates and regional
accreditation affiliation, while controlling for the effects of institutional
student characteristics including minority ratios, and ratio of student on
federal, state and institutional aid; social environment characteristics
including school size, degree of urbanization, percentage of full-time
students, and student service expenditures; and academic environment
characteristics including student-faculty ratio and cost of tuition. H0:
There will be no correlation in graduation rates among schools in different
regional accrediting groups. H1: There will be a correlation in graduation
rates among schools in different regional accrediting groups (p < .05).
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2. Do colleges that are regulated for the adequacy of full-time faculty tend to
have higher graduation rates than those that are not regulated for the
adequacy of full-time faculty, while controlling for the effects of
institutional student characteristics including minority ratios, and ratio of
student on federal, state and institutional aid; social environment
characteristics including school size, degree of urbanization, percentage of
full-time students, and student service expenditures; and academic
environment characteristics including student-faculty ratio and cost of
tuition. H0: The regulation of adequacy of full-time faculty will make no
significant contribution in the variability of graduation rates. H1: The
regulation of adequacy of full-time faculty will significantly affect the
variability of graduation rates (p < .05).
It was speculated that community colleges that are regulated for the adequacy of
full-time faculty would have higher graduation rates. Question one isolated the
graduation rate variable and looked only for correlation among accreditation groups,
while controlling for factors known to correlate with graduation rates. Question two
involved more rigorous investigation of the effects of the accreditation variable while
controlling for other institutional variables known to affect graduation rate. The variable
effects of instructional expenditures and ratio of full-time faculty were also investigated.
Definition of Terms
Because much of the data in this study comes from the IPEDS, many of the terms
are taken from the online version of the IPEDS Glossary. These same definitions are
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provided to schools when they submit their annual IPEDS surveys, thus ensuring that all
schools are asked to report data using the same operational definitions.
1. A community college graduate is a student who receives an associate-type
degree or receives a certification from a program of study at a community
college and is counted in the definition of graduation rate (IPEDS, n.d.d.,
p. 1).
2. The degree of urbanization is a classification based on population size of
an institution’s location (city, suburb, town, rural). “This classification
was assigned through a methodology developed by the U.S. Census
Bureau’s Population Division in 2005” (IPEDS, n.d.i., p.1).
3. A full-time faculty member
Is a member of the instructional staff who is employed full time
and whose major regular assignment is instruction and also
includes full-time faculty for whom it is not possible to
differentiate between teaching, research and public service because
each of these functions is an integral component of his/her regular
assignment. (IPEDS, n.d.f., p. 1)
4. A first-time student
Is a student who has no prior postsecondary experience (except as
noted below) attending any institution for the first time at the
undergraduate level. This includes students enrolled in academic or
occupational programs. It also includes students enrolled in the fall
term who attended college for the first time in the prior summer
9

term and students who entered with advanced standing (college
credits earned before graduation from high school).(IPEDS, n.d.f.,
p. 1)
5. A full-time student “is a student enrolled for 12 or more semester credits,
or 12 or more quarter credits, or 24 or more contact hours a week each
term” (IPEDS, n.d.f., p. 1).
6. Graduation rate “is the rate required for disclosure and/or reporting
purposes under Student Right-to-Know Act. This rate is calculated as the
total number of completers within 150% of normal time divided by the
revised adjusted cohort” (IPEDS, n.d.d., p. 1).
7. The Integrated Postsecondary Data System (IPEDS) “surveys are used to
collect information on enrollment, human resources,
graduation/completion, and financial aid from institutions of higher
learning” (IPEDS, n.d.b., p. 1).
8. The National Center for Educational Statistics (NCES) “is an entity within
the federal government that publishes the results of the IPEDS surveys”
(IPEDS, n.d.c., p. 1).
9. A part-time faculty member
Is a non-tenure track faculty serving in a temporary or auxiliary
capacity to teach specific courses on a course-by-course basis. The
term includes both faculty who are hired to teach an academic
degree-credit course and also those hired to teach a remedial,
developmental, or an ESL course; whether the latter three
10

categories earn college credit is immaterial. The term excludes
regular part-time faculty (who, unlike adjuncts, are not paid on a
course-by-course basis), graduate assistants, full-time professional
staff of the institution who may teach individual courses (such as a
dean or academic advisor), and appointees who teach non-credit
courses exclusively. (IPEDS, n.d.g., p. 1)
10. A regional accreditation agency “is an organization (or body) that
establishes operating standards for educational or professional institutions
and programs to determine the extent to which the standards are met and
publicly announce their findings” (IPEDS, n.d.e., p. 1).
11. The student-to-faculty ratio “is the ratio of FTE students to FTE
instructional staff (i.e., students divided by staff). Each FTE value is equal
to the number of full-time students/staff plus 1/3 the number of part-time
students/staff” (IPEDS, n.d.h., p. 1).
Conceptual Framework
The conceptual model for this study was formulated based on published
institution-level studies of institutional variables affecting graduation rate (Bailey et al.,
2005; Jacoby, 2006; Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005). Model variables were chosen based
on their significance in affecting graduation rate and on their availability to the
researcher.
The rationale for this model was based upon the fact that accreditation status is
granted at the institutional level and graduation rates are reported at the institution level.
Therefore, all model variables reflected student and environment variables aggregated at
11

the innstitutional level. The vaariables in thhis conceptuaal model werre carefully chosen baseed
on raationale prov
vided throughh a comprehhensive revieew of the liteerature assocciated with
instituutional-level effects on graduation
g
r
rate.
The connceptual draw
wing of the study
s
is
preseented in Figu
ure 1.2.

Figurre 1.2

Conceptual Fraamework forr Institution as the Unit of
o Analysis for
f
Graaduation Ratte

The conceeptual modeel also coinciided with thee ways in whhich commuunity colleges
are enncouraged to
o assess theirr missions. According
A
too Alfred, Shuults, and Seyybert (2007),
rates for persisten
nce, graduatiion, placemeent, and trannsfer aggregaated at the innstitutionlevel are identifieed by the Am
merican Assoociation of Community
C
C
Colleges
as core
c
m
of tooday’s comprrehensive coommunity
indicators of effectiveness to assess the mission
collegges. The rattionale givenn by Alfred et
e al. (2007) to include persistence
p
a
and
graduuation rates as
a a core inddicator of efffectiveness for
f communiity colleges is
i stated as
“we include
i
them
m not only beecause state and federal government agencies freequently
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mandate tracking data for them, but also because they can become a useful tool when
incorporating into a larger effort to chart student progress” (p. 14). Graduation rates are
also used as a measure in highly publicized national rankings such as the Aspen Prize for
Community College Excellence and Community College Week’s Top-100 AssociateDegree Producing Institutions (Anonymous, 2012; Aspen Institute, 2011). In addition, the
Student Right-to-Know Act of 1990 required colleges to release graduation rates to
students and to report them to the U.S. Department of Education (Alfred et al., 2007).
The compulsory nature of using graduation rates as a form of institutional assessment
establishes the need for a model for colleges to use to understand how their institutions
impact students. This model can provide guidance for the development of policy and
formulation of budget priorities provide the highest impact on student learning and
success.
Theoretical Framework
In studies of persistence and graduation rates, the most frequently cited model is
given by Tinto (1975). Using the student as the unit of analysis, Tinto identified student
pre-entry attributes, level of commitment, academic experiences, personal integration,
and continued commitment as the five categories of variables affecting dropout decisions
among students. Figure 1.3 shows the theoretical framework from Tinto’s original work
(Tinto, 1975, p. 95).
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Figurre 1.3

Tin
nto’s 1975 Theoretical
T
F
Framework
fo College Retention
for
R

Tinto’s (1
1975) model is of great importance as
a a theoreticcal basis of this
t study as
it identifies facultty interaction as a criticaal componennt to social inntegration, a key factor
for inncreasing perrsistence andd graduationn rates in college studentts. Research supports thee
notion that full-tiime faculty have
h
more innteractions with
w studentss than do parrt-time
e
facultty. Umbach (2007), in a comprehenssive analysiss of faculty engagement
in
underrgraduate ed
ducation at 130 institutioons, concludeed, “Part-tim
me faculty intteract with
studeents less freq
quently, use active
a
and coollaborative techniques less
l often, sppend less
time preparing
p
fo
or class, and have lower academic exxpectations than
t
their tennured and
tenurre-track peerrs” (p. 110).
Tinto (1987, 1993) suubsequently revised
r
his original
o
moddel to incorpoorate studennt
devellopment theo
ories and to address the research
r
of student
s
diverrsity. In this later work,
show
wn in Figure 1.4, Tinto (11993) integraated emphassis on the forrmal and infoormal
instituutional expeeriences and external com
mmitments that
t affect stuudent departture
decisions. Centraal to Tinto’s work is the implication
i
t schools must foster student
that
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engaggement both
h academicallly and sociaally in order to
t improve persistence
p
a
and
graduuation rates. In both moddels, Tinto coontinues to emphasize
e
faaculty/staff interactions
i
as a key
k variable affecting stuudent retentiion and subssequent gradduation.

Figurre 1.4

Tin
nto’s 1993 Theoretical
T
F
Framework
fo College Retention
for
R

Tinto’s model
m
has gennerated a greeat deal of reesearch to iddentify student
charaacteristics thaat affect gradduation ratess. The majorrity of the reesearch resullting from
Tintoo’s theory do
oes not accouunt for instittution-level variables
v
(Baailey & Alfoonso, 2005).
In ressponse, reseaarchers havee extended Tinto’s
T
frameework to acccount for insttitution-leveel
charaacteristics thaat affect social and acaddemic integraation such ass school sizee,
instruuctional expeenditures, finnancial aid, percentage of
o part-time students, claass size,
propoortion of parrt-time facultty, cost of tuuition, urbanization of scchool, and size of
minority populatiions (Bailey et al., 2005;; Jacoby, 20006; Pascarellla & Terenzzini, 2005).
e
stu
udies to idenntify these factors are fouundational too a proposedd theoretical
The empirical
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model that extends Tinto’s work to account for the institution as the level of analysis for
the student’s retention decision.
Overview of the Methodology
The proposed theoretical model for institutional effects on graduation rates was
used to provide a method for quantitatively describing variable relationships that
determine graduation rates among community college students. This correlational study
used ordinary least squares regression to investigate the relationship between colleges
among different regional accreditors and determined the significance of accreditation of
full-time faculty on graduation rates while controlling for a number of student, social, and
academic characteristics. These methods are consistent with other studies of institutional
variable effects on graduation rates (Jacoby, 2006; Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005).
Delimitations of the Study
The purpose of this study was to extend the research of institutional models for
variables affecting community college graduation rates. Providing a structural model for
such a complex outcome as graduation rates is highly subject to specification errors. This
is further confounded by the absence of a widely accepted theoretical framework for
institution-level variables affecting student persistence. This lessens the reliability of the
study and provides no standard for which to judge final results. One glance at Tinto’s
(1975, 1993) model reveals that his theory was intended for individual student behavior
analysis. However, the intent of this study was to extend models that provide for
institution-level performance in graduation rate. This study was therefore delimited to
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institutional factors only. The model equations did not accommodate for individual
student behavior such as socioeconomic status and previous academic achievement.
A second delimitation of the study resulted from the choice to use IPEDS survey
data as the major source of information for this research. There is an ongoing debate over
the use of graduation rates from the IPEDS system as a measure of performance for
community colleges. Bailey et al. (2006) point out reasons that use of IPEDS graduation
rates is not a good indicator of community college effectiveness. Their primary argument
is that within the community college setting, the student goal attainment is substantially
exclusive of the intent to graduate. Many students may not seek to complete a degree and
may choose to enroll only to learn a new skill or may attend for personal enrichment.
Secondly, the significant impact of external factors to the institution such as the student’s
work, economic, and family responsibilities severely inhibit the institution’s ability to
provide success within the 150% of the time-to-completion definition used by IPEDS. In
tandem with these external factors, students may also find themselves in a lengthy
college-preparatory curriculum which certainly inhibits their ability to graduate within
the IPEDS definition of time-to-degree completion. Central to all these points is that the
IPEDS graduation rate calculation does not capture all information about the multiple
missions of community colleges. Despite this ongoing debate, these limitations, while
magnified in certain areas of the country more so than others, are factors that affect all
community colleges. Bailey et al. (2005) provided a compelling argument for the use of
graduation rates in the following:
Explaining why some colleges with similar characteristics and similar types of
students have much higher rates than others might offer insights into policies and
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practices that could improve colleges’ effectiveness in serving students. In
addition, any individual college can analyze its persistence and completion rates
as important measures of the effectiveness of its policies and practices. (p. 6)
While the use of IPEDS data has clear limitations, many researchers have placed value on
the metric as a factor for determining differences among schools (Bailey & Alfonso,
2005; Bailey et al., 2005; Jacoby, 2006).
As a final point, the IPEDS graduation rate measure is a very simple calculation
involving a three-year tracking of the first-time, full-time fall semester student cohorts.
Students are only removed from the calculation of the graduation rate if they die, are
permanently disabled, join the military, or perform specific church services. While it is
true that these very few exceptions do not accommodate the concerns of student goal
attainment and the complexities of developmental education, the formula for graduation
rate is simple and requires little interpretation on the part of the institution, thus
perpetuating consistency in its calculation among all institutions.
Significance of the Study
A community college that is regionally accredited means that both students and
the public can have confidence that a degree or credential has value and that the
community college has met a benchmark of quality and therefore has worth (Eaton,
2011). The primary purpose of regional accreditation activities is to ensure that public
colleges and universities have met a benchmark of quality, and therefore are good
stewards of taxpayer money. President of the Council for Higher Education
Accreditation (CHEA; 2010) Judith Eaton identified the role of accreditation in U.S.
society by the following:
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•

Provides access to federal and sometimes state financial aid to those who
qualify and attend institutions accredited by recognized accrediting
organizations.

•

Assists with mobility by assuring that the sending institution or program
has met threshold expectations of quality.

•

Signals to prospective employers that an educational program has met
widely accepted standards, with graduation from an accredited program, in
some cases, a prerequisite for entering a profession.

•

Confirms that an institution provides reliable information to the public
about, e.g., academic programs, student services, student achievement and
institutional performance.

•

Promotes accountability through ongoing external evaluation of an
institution or program.

•

Identifies institutions and programs that have voluntarily undertaken
explicit activities directed at improving quality. (p. 5)

This short list involves billions in taxpayer dollars, and yet there are few empirical
studies related to the effectiveness of the regional accreditation process. One criticism of
accreditation is that regional accreditors vary in their criteria and standards (Cohen &
Brawer, 2008). This criticism served as the catalyst for this research effort. While there
are many reliable and repeatable analyses demonstrating the various effects of student
and institutional characteristics on graduation rates of community colleges, none have
integrated accrediting standards into the models for these studies. Findings from this
study may generate discussion about the purpose and contribution of accreditation to
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higher education and provide for discussion of the need to strengthen the criteria as it
relates to the hiring practices of community colleges.
Organization of this Dissertation
This research study was organized into five chapters. Chapter I presented an
overview of the study and included the statement of the problem, purpose of the study,
research questions, definitions of key terms, the conceptual framework, the theoretical
framework, an overview of the methodology, delimitations, and significance of the study.
In Chapter II, a review of the literature addressed the following areas of research: (a) the
effects of part-time faculty usage; (b) regional accreditation regulations of full-time
faculty; and (c) institutional effects on graduation rate. These areas were chosen to
support the design of the research model. Chapter III of this study discussed the methods
and procedures used to facilitate the study. This chapter included the research design,
participants, data collection procedures, and data analysis procedures. The results of the
study are presented in Chapter IV. The analysis of the study involved all public 2-year
Title-IV receiving institutions in the United States and examination of two research
questions. The study concluded in Chapter V with a summary of the findings and
implications, conclusions drawn from the study, limitations of the study, and
recommendations for practitioners and policymakers as well as future research.
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CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

The purpose of this study was to extend the research on institutional models for
variables affecting community college graduation rates. The study investigated the
possibility of the variable of accreditation for the adequacy of full-time faculty as a
variable affecting graduation rates. To provide a basis for the conceptual model and
research design of the study, the review of literature encompasses a comprehensive
review of three areas of research: (a) the effects of part-time faculty usage; (b) regional
accreditation regulations of full-time faculty; and (c) institutional effects on graduation
rate.
The Effects of Full- and Part-Time Faculty
Numerous studies of the effects of instructional practices of full- and part-time
faculty on student outcomes have been conducted. Much of this research may be traced
back to the validation of Tinto’s (1975) seminal work on student retention theory. As a
result, decades of research have repeatedly focused on student-faculty interaction as a
primary indicator of student retention and persistence. Benjamin (2002) presented data
and analysis to support that “Full-time, tenure-track faculty are, in fact, not only
demonstrably better qualified but also devote proportionally more time to their students
than do contingent faculty” (p. 10). The engagement and interaction of students and
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faculty are more achievable with faculty who are more accessible and able to interact
with students outside the classroom, both of which are more typical characteristics of a
full-time faculty member (Schuetz, 2002; Umbach, 2007). Coupled with these
comprehensive research efforts, the increased use of part-time faculty has been strongly
criticized (AAUP, 2008).
Effects of full- and part-time faculty on student achievement from studies
concentrating on instructional classroom practices are mixed. Some studies revealed no
significant difference between full- and part-time faculty members inside the classroom
(Bolge, 1995), and other performance-based studies reported that part-time instructors are
less effective teachers (Burgess & Samuel, 1999). In a comprehensive study of 1,500
faculty from over 100 community colleges, Schuetz (2002) showed that the differences
between part- and full-time faculty in both teaching methods and interactions occurred
outside the classroom. Part-time instructors were found to use significantly less diverse
instructional methods such as guest lecturers, films and other media, and technology in
the classroom. Outside the classroom, part-time instructors were far less likely to be
available to students and to develop field-related extracurricular activities, and they spent
significantly less time planning their lectures than their full-time counterparts (Schuetz,
2002). Also among the major findings in the Schuetz (2002) study were that part-time
faculty had weaker ties to students, colleagues, and institutional services such as collegesponsored tutoring and counseling. This research is perhaps even more significant when
paired with the key findings of the most recent Community College Survey of Student
Engagement (CCSSE). The CCSSE (2012) results determined increased effectiveness for
the use of email with the majority (61%) of students using email to communicate with
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instructors. The survey reported that most students, however, did not report having
meaningful communications with instructors outside the classroom. The primary findings
of the CCSSE (2011) were as follows:
•

Half (50%) have discussed grades or assignments with an instructor often
or very often, compared with only 9% of students that have never done so.

•

Over a quarter (28%) have talked about their career plans with an
instructor or advisor often or very often, but 28% have never done so.

•

Over half (55%) have discussed an idea from their readings or classes with
an instructor outside of class at least sometimes, but 45% have never done
so.

•

The majority of students report receiving prompt feedback from
instructors on their performance, with only 8% reporting they have never
received it.

•

Over two-thirds (69%) have never worked with instructors on activities
other than coursework. (Key Findings: Student-Faculty Interaction
section, para. 2)

Other studies that examine more critical student success indicators such as transfer,
retention, and graduation rates also show negative consequences for institutions relying
heavily on the use of part-time instructors (Bettinger & Long, 2005; Eagan & Jaeger,
2009; Jacoby, 2006). These empirical studies confirm the negative effects of excessive
use of part-time faculty on all aspects of the community college mission.
Jacoby (2006) used institutional data and graduation rates provided by the NCES
to construct a model of graduation rates for 2-year institutions. He used multiple
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regression methods to investigate the relationship of part-time faculty usage with overall
graduation rates. In his study, Jacoby (2006) controlled for both demographics and
institutional parameters such as percentage of financial aid recipients and institution size.
For skeptics of using graduation rates from IPEDS data, he correlated his findings to
three different definitions of graduation rate: the traditional cohort calculation for 150%
to degree time, the sum of the traditional graduation rate and the transfer-out rate, and a
third measure of overall degree ratio which was calculated as total number of degrees
divided by headcount. The primary finding of the Jacoby (2006) study was that
community college graduation rates tended to decrease as the proportion of part-time
faculty increased. He also concluded that colleges that substitute part-time for full-time
faculty also had increases in faculty-student ratios. His study also makes a contribution to
identifying variables that make for significant differences in graduation rates between
states. For each state, he accounted for the size of community college attendance relative
to attendance in all postsecondary institutions of higher learning, the percentage of
population enrolled in a community college, and the overall state unemployment rate.
Unemployment rates among states was not found to be a significant determinant of
graduation rates, but in several states, the percentage of the population enrolled in
community colleges had a positive and significant impact on graduation rates. While
these variables are not inclusive of all differences between states, Jacoby expanded the
thinking beyond the differences between schools and recognized that those variables
between states must also be fully captured to improve predictive models for graduation
rates. Jacoby’s (2006) study addressed an important gap in the literature as the first
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national study to examine 1,209 community colleges in the 50 states for their institutional
effects on graduation rates.
Eagan and Jaeger (2009) examined the impact of part-time faculty exposure on
student transfer rates to 4-year colleges and universities. This was the first study to
consider the effects of part-time faculty on the likelihood of university transfer. The
sample encompassed over 1.5 million students in 107 community colleges in California.
Transcript and enrollment data were used to extract numerous independent variables
representing student characteristics and academic achievement. Model predictors
included gender, race and ethnicity, age, citizenship, major, financial aid information, and
enrollment status. Because the Eagan and Jaeger (2009) study combined both studentand institution-level data, an advanced statistical technique using hierarchical generalized
linear modeling (HGLM) was used to nest student-level data for analysis with the
institutional parameters. The primary finding of the study was that increased exposure to
part-time faculty resulted in a decreased tendency to successfully transfer to a 4-year
institution. Their results confirmed the negative correlation of part-time faculty exposure
extended to yet another important component of the community college mission, the
transfer function.
Using this same dataset and statistical technique (HGLM), Jaeger and Egan
(2009) examined the relationship among these same independent variables as they predict
the likelihood that a student would obtain an associate degree. Jaeger and Egan concluded
that part-time faculty had a significant yet modest effect on associate degree completion.
While less pronounced than the effects found by Jacoby (2006), the Jaeger and Egan
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study was a second confirmation of the quantitative effects of institution-level data on
graduation rate exclusively in the community college sector.
The most comprehensive study of effects of part-time faculty exposure on the
retention of college students was conducted by Bettinger and Long (2005). This study
examined the variable’s effects on first-year persistence for over 43,000 students
attending 4-year colleges in Ohio. The study accounted for student characteristics such as
ACT scores, race, gender, state of residence, age, and location of enrollment. In addition,
the model included “portfolio effects coding” to classify students across campuses who
took a similar selection of courses (p. 8). The study concluded that students with an
“adjunct heavy” course load were less likely to be retained (p. 12). This result provided
further empirical evidence to support less frequent use of adjuncts during a student’s first
semester of college attendance. The study also confirmed previous research efforts with
similar findings for the negative effects of part-time faculty exposure on student retention
(Harrington & Schibik, 2001; Ronco & Cahill, 2004).
In addition to new and growing empirical evidence, the most active advocate
organization for decreased use of part-time faculty is the AAUP. The AAUP has
published numerous position statements advocating against the usage of part-time
faculty. Some of the AAUP statements directly target accreditation efforts as a means to
resolving the issue of increasing usage of part-time faculty. In a recent statement
approved by AAUP’s Committee on Contingent Faculty and the Profession, the AAUP
(2008) called for strengthening the focus on the adequacy, qualifications, and evaluation
of part-time faulty from regional accreditors.
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There is a substantial amount of research that is focused on the variable effects of
student-faculty interaction, a key variable in Tinto’s (1975) widely accepted model of
student retention. At a time when the national agenda is directed toward completion
efforts, research to determine institutional factors with consequences significant to
student success and completion are of high priority. And only in the past decade has there
been enough empirical evidence to substantiate the negative effects of the employment of
part-time faculty at community colleges (Bailey et al., 2005; Bailey et al., 2006; Eagan &
Jaeger, 2008; Eagan & Jaeger, 2009; Jacoby, 2006; Schuetz, 2002). Additionally, hidden
factors such as the reduced academic freedom among community college instructors have
emerged as an issue related to the use of part-time faculty (Franke, 2006; Rhoades, 2010).
While regional accreditation agencies have generally addressed the need for sufficient
numbers of full-time faculty, these policies which are not prescriptive in nature allow
individual institutions a great deal of latitude for the continued and frequent use of parttime faculty.
The Regional Accreditation Regulatory Environment
An in-depth review of the most recently published accreditation standards for
each of the six regional accreditors was conducted. The publications were carefully
analyzed for content, rationale, and reporting guidelines as they related to the adequacy
of full-time faculty usage. Five of the nation’s six regional accrediting agencies have
established standards that require institutions to maintain “sufficient” numbers of fulltime faculty; however, no agency provides for specific metrics for the ratio or percent
usage of part-time and full-time faculty (MSCHE, 2009; NEASC-CIHE, 2011; NCAHLC, 2011; NWCCU, 2010; SACSCOC, 2010; WASC-ACCJC, 2011). Provided in
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Table 2.1 are the standards regulating the adequacy of full-time faculty for each regional
accreditor. Each regional accreditor is listed along with the states in which they serve.
Table 2.1 also indicates if the accrediting organization did or did not include a rationale
for the regulation of full-time faculty and if any reporting guidelines were given to
schools. The rationale refers to the intent of the regional accreditor to explain the
existence of the standard for regulation of full-time faculty. Reporting guidelines refer to
any guidelines given by the regional accreditor to the institution to report faculty usage
(i.e., reporting in terms of ratios, by campus, or by program).
Table 2.1

Accreditation Standards Related to Adequacy of Faculty

Regional Accreditor

Middle States (MSCHE)
Delaware
Maryland
New Jersey
New York
Pennsylvania
Washington, DC

Regional
Accreditor

Standard
Standard 10 Faculty
Essential Element 1: Faculty and other
professionals appropriately prepared and
qualified for the positions they hold, with
roles and responsibilities clearly defined, and
sufficiently numerous to fulfill those roles
appropriately

Rationale
Provided
Yes

Rationale
Provided

Standard
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Reporting
Guidelines
No

Reporting
Guidelines

Table 2.1 (Continued)
North Central
(NCA-HLC)

No Standard addressing adequacy of full-time
or "core" faculty

No

No

Arkansas
Arizona
Colorado
Iowa
Illinois
Indiana
Kansas
Michigan
Minnesota
Missouri
New Mexico
North Dakota
Nebraska
Ohio
Oklahoma
South Dakota
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming
Northwest
(NWCCU)
Alaska
Idaho
Montana
Nevada
Oregon
Utah
Washington

Regional
Accreditor

2.B Human Resources

No

No

Rationale
Provided

Reporting
Guidelines

2.B.4 Consistent with its mission, core
themes, programs, services, and
characteristics, the institution employs
appropriately qualified faculty sufficient in
number to achieve its educational objectives,
establish and oversee academic policies, and
assure the integrity and continuity of its
academic programs, wherever offered and
however delivered.
Standard
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Table 2.1 (Continued)
Western Association
Community and Junior
Colleges
(WASC-ACCJC)
California
Hawaii

Southern Association
(SACS-COC)
Alabama
Florida
Georgia
Kentucky
Louisiana
Mississippi
North Carolina
South Carolina
Tennessee
Texas
Virginia

Regional
Accreditor

Standard III Resources

No

No

No

Yes

Rationale
Provided

Reporting
Guidelines

3.2 The institution maintains a sufficient
number of qualified faculty with full-time
responsibility to the institution. The
institution has a sufficient number of staff
and administrators with appropriate
preparation and experience to provide the
administrative services necessary to support
the institution’s mission and purpose.

Core Requirement 2.8
The number of full-time faculty members is
adequate to support the mission of the
institution and to ensure the quality and
integrity of its academic programs.

Standard
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Table 2.1 (Continued)
New England
(NEASC-CIHE)
Connecticut
Maine
Massachusetts
New Hampshire
Rhode Island
Vermont

Standard 5 Faculty

No

No

5.3 There are an adequate number of faculty
whose time commitment to the institution is
sufficient to assure the accomplishment of
class and out-of-class responsibilities
essential for the fulfillment of institutional
mission and purposes. Responsibilities of
teaching faculty include instruction and the
systematic understanding of effective
teaching/learning processes and outcomes in
courses and programs for which they share
responsibility; additional duties may include
such functions as student advisement,
academic planning, and participation in
policy-making, course and curricular
development, research, and institutional
governance.
5.8 The full-time/part-time composition of
the faculty reflects the institution's mission,
programs, and student body and is
periodically reviewed. The institution avoids
undue dependence on part-time faculty,
adjuncts, temporary appointments, and
graduate assistants to conduct instruction.
Institutions that employ part-time, adjunct,
clinical or temporary faculty assure their
appropriate integration into the department
and institution and provide opportunities for
faculty development.

The North Central Association of Higher Learning Commission (NCA-HLC)
does not have a policy regulating the numbers and usage of part-time faculty (North
Central Association of Colleges and Schools Higher Learning Commission, 2011).
The Middle States Commission on Higher Education (MSCHE) (2009) regulates
adequacy of full-time faculty as part of the fundamental elements of the effectiveness of
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faculty. The MSCHE provided the following rationale within the section for the context
for the standards for faculty:
For institutions relying on part-time, adjunct, temporary, or other faculty on timelimited contracts, employment policies and practices should be as carefully
developed and communicated as those for full-time faculty. The greater the
dependence on such employees, the greater is the institutional responsibility to
provide orientation, oversight, evaluation, professional development, and
opportunities for integration into the life of the institution. (p. 38)
The MSCHE does not provide specific reporting requirements for schools to comply with
this standard.
The NEASC-CIHE (2011) addressed the adequacy of full-time faculty within two
standards. One standard addresses the adequacy of faculty as it relates to teaching and
other responsibilities outside the classroom, and another standard is provided specifically
for the periodic review of part-time/full-time faculty usage. While regulations are
provided from multiple perspectives, the NEASC-CIHE does not provide a specific
rationale or reporting guidelines for schools to comply, in a standard way, with this
regulation.
The SACSCOC (2010) regulated the adequacy of full-time faculty through core
requirement 2.8. Core requirements are more essential to the process of accreditation,
and schools failing to comply with core requirements are automatically sanctioned by the
Commission. Additionally, the SACSCOC has recently provided a reporting guidelines
template requiring all schools to report their full- and part-time faculty usage at the
program level. Use of the template or a similar report is strongly encouraged and allows
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the SACSCOC a degree of consistency among regulating institutions for this standard.
The SACSCOC does not, however, provide a specific rationale for the regulation of fulltime and part-time faculty usage as a component of accreditation.
The NWCCU (2010) requires institutions to maintain sufficient numbers of fulltime faculty as a component of the review of an institution’s human resources. The
NWCCU does not provide a rationale, definition of sufficient, or reporting guidelines to
assist institutions in presenting an argument for compliance of this standard.
The WASC-ACCJC (2011) regulates the sufficiency of full-time faculty as a
component of institutional resources. Unlike all other regional regulation of this standard,
adequacy of staff and administration are also included within the same standard. The
WASC-ACCJC offers no rationale, definitions, or reporting standards for the compliance
of this standard.
California, regulated by the WASC-ACCJC region, is the only state to regulate
the employment practice of hiring part-time faculty. California established a state law in
1987 to allow funding that maintains 70% full-time faculty among its community college
system (Chancellors Office of California Community Colleges, 1987).
Five of the six regional accreditors regulate for the adequate presence of a fulltime faculty. The MSCHE (2009) provided a rationale that is consistent with the theory
that faculty-student interactions are necessary for increased student retention (Tinto,
1975, 1987).
Institutional Effects on Graduation Rates
According to Alfred et al. (2007), the Student Right-to-Know Act of 1990
required colleges to release graduation rates to students and to report them to the United
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States Department of Education (USDE). This act began the significant increase in public
pressure for colleges to improve performance of graduation rates. Even today, the
nation’s community college completion agenda encourages a climate for colleges to
direct planning, resources, and increase awareness towards completion efforts. Aside
from all the attention on student outcomes, it cannot be overlooked that increasing
graduation rates is complicated work and is further challenging because of the
heterogeneity of the community college environment. Selective admissions is not a viable
option for most schools as it violates the open-door admissions policy which is so deeply
rooted in the missions of our nation’s public community colleges (Bailey et al., 2005).
Research for increasing graduation rates becomes critical to the knowledge base of our
policy makers and community college leaders. Collaboration between national, state, and
institutional research should be combined to provide insights into effective policies for
student outcomes and graduation rates (Bailey, Alfonso, Calcagno, Jenkins, Kienzl &
Leinbach, 2004).
Research to determine institutional effects on graduation rates has revolved
around two central purposes. One is the ability to compare performance among
institutions for use in developing benchmarks and another is to determine what
institutions should do to improve student outcomes. By comparing institutions with overand under-achieving graduation rate performance, many factors can be revealed to
enhance institutional behaviors (Bailey et al., 2005). The most recent and widely
publicized example of this was the national contest for the Aspen Prize for Community
College Excellence. The Aspen prize selection committee used IPEDS graduation rates as
a primary metric to determine the top 120 community colleges in the United States
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(Aspen Institute, 2011). The process for the final round integrated qualitative assessments
to assist Aspen researchers in formulating a best-practice for institutional policies and
behaviors associated with greater graduation rates.
Another reason to identify commonalities, and specifically for the purposes of this
study, is to arrive at determinants for the most plausible conceptual model for predicting
community college graduation rates. Outlined below are the most significant correlations
of institutional factors with graduation rates common to studies of institutional effects on
graduation rates. For many of these variables, researchers attempt to hypothesize as to the
causation for these predictive effects, and those are also reported. While there is a large
amount of research on graduation rates at the university and 4-year college sector, only
research exclusive to community colleges were considered in the following findings. The
conceptual model for correlation of graduation rates was based upon these significant
findings.
Institution Size
As the size of a community college increases, the graduation rate decreases
(Bailey et al., 2005; Bailey et al., 2006; Calcagno et al., 2008; Goble et al., 2008; Jaeger
et al., 2009; Jacoby, 2006; Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005; Toutkoushian & Smart, 2001).
This finding is the most consistent and significant across all studies of institutional effects
on graduation rates. Calcagno et al. (2008) found that students enrolled in medium- and
large-size community colleges (1,001 – 5,000 FTE) were between 13 and 15% less likely
to graduate than students in small institutions (fewer than 1,000 FTE). Jaeger (2009)
made an argument for the framework of social capital theory by postulating that this
finding equates to improved socialization for smaller schools. Bailey et al. (2005) offered
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the opinion that smaller schools have a more limited and focused set of programs which
may make it easier to communicate student learning priorities. In the case of very large
colleges, these results may advocate for decentralization of services and offer more fullservice, multi-campus environments for community colleges with large service areas.
Giving students a smaller sense of place is a general institutional characteristic that is
well within the control of policy makers and college leaders (Bailey et al., 2005).
Minority Students
Schools with larger percentages of minority students (e.g., African American,
Native American, Asian American, and Hispanic) tend to have lower graduation rates
(Bailey et al., 2005; Goble et al., 2008; Jacoby, 2006). This was found to be true even
after controlling for race at the individual student level (Bailey et al., 2005). Note that this
does not mean that minority students tend not to graduate. The finding should be
interpreted that community colleges with higher concentrations of minorities tend to have
lower graduation rates for all students. Calcagno et al. (2008) found that students enrolled
in institutions with 75% minority students were 9% less likely to succeed than were
students enrolled in institutions with 25% minority students. The results were highly
significant across multiple studies conducted with diverse methodologies. Among all
characteristics, this finding was highly disturbing and in need of future research.
Student Full-Time Status
Schools with larger percentages of full-time students tend to have higher
graduation rates (Bailey et al., 2005; Calcagno et al., 2008; Jacoby, 2006). Getting
students to be full-time or as close to it as possible demonstrates student commitment,
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which also corresponds to Tinto’s (1975) theoretical construct for student success.
Additionally, the studies controlling for the effects of individual student compositional
characteristics also determined findings among peer effects, the most important of which
was that full-time students were less likely to be retained if the college had a higher
percentage of part-time students (Calcagno et al., 2008).
Financial Aid
It is known that the availability of financial aid plays a significant role in a
student’s enrollment decision (Paulsen & Smart, 2001). Financial aid is also conjectured
from a theoretical perspective to play a significant role in student retention and is
identified as a significant predictor of student retention in Tinto’s (1987, 1993) Student
Integration Model. However, the effects of financial aid on graduation rates are less
uncertain and are most often not found to significantly correlate to graduation rates
(Calcagno et al., 2008; Jacoby, 2006). Other studies of data mining for graduation rates
have found federal and institutional aid to have significant effects on graduation rate
(Bailey, 2006). Despite these mixed results, financial aid variables are consistently
included in all theoretical models designed to predict institutional graduation rates.
Bailey et al. (2005) recommend this view:
State policies that affect tuition levels and financial aid or that create incentives
for certain types of college practices also may be influential. Therefore, any
research that tries to relate outcomes to institutional practices must also take
account of individual student and policy factors that might explain graduation
rates. (p. 2)
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Tuition Costs
In studies of Bachelors degree completion, increased in-state tuition correlated
significantly with increased graduation rates; however, in studies of community colleges
the results are mixed. In many recent institutional studies, in-state tuition was not found
to be a significant predictor of graduation rates (Bailey et al., 2005; Jacoby, 2006). And,
Calcagno et al. (2008) found significant correlation of increased in-state tuition with
decreased graduation rates, but the effects were small.
Full-time Faculty
Schools that have increased percentages of full-time faculty have higher
graduation rates (Bailey et al., 2005; Calcagno et al., 2008; Ehrenberg & Zhang, 2005;
Harrington & Schibik, 2001; Jacoby, 2006; Jaeger & Eagan, 2009). This finding also held
true in studies that did not control for individual student characteristics (Calcagno et al.,
2008; Jacoby, 2006; Jaeger & Eagan, 2009). The employment practice of the excessive
use of part-time faculty in postsecondary education has become a source of criticism over
the past several decades, particularly in the community college sector where the practice
is most common (Cohen & Brawer, 2008). The last reported data from the NCES (2010)
show that 70% of the nation’s community college instructors have a part-time
employment status.
Instructional and Student Service Spending
Schools that have increased instructional and student service expenditures tend to
have higher graduation rates (Bailey et al., 2005; Calcagno et al., 2008). While spending
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on instruction was found to have a higher effect on graduation rates than spending on
student services, both were significant determinants of graduation rate across models.
Urbanization
Urban schools have decreased graduation rates (Bailey et al., 2005; Calcagno et
al., 2008). Students enrolled in rural institutions are 18% more likely to have a successful
outcome for graduation (Bailey et al., 2005). While urbanization was negatively
correlated in the Jacoby study (2006), the results were not significant (p > 0.05).
Additionally, both Bailey et al. (2005) and Jacoby (2006) found that the state in which a
college is located has significant impact on graduation rates. These state-level
characteristics may also be connected to the negative impact on graduation rates for
increased tuition (Jacoby, 2006). Identifying variables between states must be a target of
future research if models are to fully capture how state policies influence student
graduate outcomes (Bailey et al., 2005).
Student-Faculty Ratio
Schools with an increased faculty-student ratio have decreased graduation rates
(Jacoby, 2006). Jacoby (2006) also conducted a separate analysis of faculty-student ratios
and found that community colleges that employ larger amounts of full-time faculty have
slightly smaller faculty-student ratios. This tendency, however, did not compensate for
the strong effects of full-time faculty on higher graduation rates.
Literature Review Summary
The review of literature presented in Chapter II included research on the effects
of full- and part-time faculty on student outcomes, a review of the regional accreditation
39

regulations for the adequacy of full-time faculty, and the known institutional effects on
community college graduation rates. The literature shows considerable progress towards
identifying institutional factors that affect graduation rates. These studies have
consistently verified the adverse effects of the instructional hiring practices of increased
use of part-time instructors on graduation rates of community colleges. Over the past
decade, multiple national studies of community college data have arrived at a succinct list
of generally accepted characteristics of institutional factors that affect graduation rates
(Bailey et al., 2005; Calcagno et al., 2008; Jacoby 2006). Although these findings are
critical for schools wanting to increase their graduation rates, it does little to provide
regional accreditation agencies information for encouraging changes to accrediting
standards or practices. With 19 states currently not regulated for adequacy of faculty, the
literature has not made a sufficient impact to shed light on the importance of this
employment practice. Additionally, there is limited empirical research available linking
the effectiveness of accrediting practices to graduation rates. While studies have also
revealed that colleges among different states have significantly different graduation rates,
none have identified those variables responsible for these differences (Jacoby, 2006).
Isolating variables to account for the variance in graduation rates between states would
present a real contribution for determining factors affecting graduation rates.
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CHAPTER III
METHODOLOGY

With a broader interest in increasing college graduation rates, this study focused
on the effectiveness of accreditation and its correlation to graduation rates. Efforts to
investigate trends in graduation rates among regional accreditors and to isolate the effects
of regulating the adequacy of full-time faculty were facilitated by correlational research
methods. The theoretical model for institutional effects on graduation rates was used to
provide a method for quantitatively describing variable relationships that determine
graduation rates among community colleges. This study investigated the correlation
among community college regional accreditor affiliations and graduation rate, and further
investigated the effectiveness of hiring practices of 2-year colleges by introducing a
variable representing the regulation of the accrediting standard of adequacy of full-time
faculty. Regression analysis was used to analyze observations for the changes in
graduation rates based on the variable of accreditation, while controlling for many other
variables known to significantly impact community college graduation rates. Methods
were carefully constructed with generous discussion on the major sources of error for
models in the investigation of each research question. Overall, this chapter provides the
design and methodology of the study, a review of the research questions, information
about institutions and participants selected for the study, a description of the qualitative
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methods used to investigate the research questions, and a description and sources of the
data used in the analyses.
Design and Methodology
The research design of this study had two primary components. First, the study
determined if there were significant changes in graduation rates based on a college’s
regional accreditor. And second, the study sought to investigate the dichotomous effects
of regulation of adequacy of full-time faculty as a model variable while controlling for
variables known to affect graduation rates. The investigation also sought to validate prior
research by determining the relevance of variables identified by others to have significant
institutional effects on graduation rates. These variables included institution size,
percentage of minority students, student enrollment status (full-time and part-time),
financial aid, tuition costs, instructional and student services expenditures, student-faculty
ratio, and degree of urbanization (Bailey et al., 2005; Calcagno et al., 2008; Jacoby,
2006). The research conjectures that schools that are regulated for the adequacy of fulltime faculty tend to have a significant and positive correlation with graduation rates. To
achieve these efforts, a correlational methodology was used to identify the predictive
nature of regional accreditation affiliation with graduation rates (Fraenkel, Wallen, &
Hyun, 2011). Because the model has multiple predictor variables and a quantitative
criterion variable (graduation rate), an approach using ordinary linear regression (OLR)
modeling was used to analyze and interpret the relationship between independent
variables (Howell, 2010). In absence of a widely accepted theoretical model, the
approach was conceptual and consistent with other studies of institutional variable effects
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on graduation rates (Bailey et al., 2005; Calcagno et al., 2008; Jacoby, 2006; Pascarella &
Terenzini, 2005).
The conceptual model for the study was based on Tinto’s (1987, 1993) theoretical
model of student retention, based on the effects of different variables on graduation rates
based on other published institution-level studies. The conceptual drawing of the study is
presented in Figure 3.1.

Figure 3.1

Conceptual Framework for Institution as the Unit of Analysis for
Graduation Rate

The rationale for this model was based upon that fact that accreditation status is
granted at the institutional level, and graduation rates are reported at the institution level;
therefore, all model variables should reflect all student and environment variables
aggregated at the institutional level. The variables in this study have been computed on
an institutional level and chosen based on rationale provided through a comprehensive
review of the literature associated with institutional-level effects on graduation rate.
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Research Questions
The research questions for this study were designed to investigate the correlation
between regional accreditation agencies, in relation to the regulation of adequacy of fulltime faculty, and graduation rates. The questions were designed to be investigated
sequentially and guided the framework of the study.
1. Is there a significant correlation between graduation rates and regional
accreditation affiliation, while controlling for the effects of institutional
student characteristics including minority ratios, and ratio of student on
federal, state and institutional aid; social environment characteristics
including school size, degree of urbanization, percentage of full-time
students, and student service expenditures; and academic environment
characteristics including student-faculty ratio and cost of tuition. H0: There
will be no correlation in graduation rates among schools in different
regional accrediting groups. H1: There will be a correlation in graduation
rates among schools in different regional accrediting groups (p < .05).
2. Are colleges that are regulated for the adequacy of full-time faculty tend to
have increased graduation rates than those that are not regulated for the
adequacy of full-time faculty, while controlling for the effects of
institutional student characteristics including minority ratios, and ratio of
student on federal, state and institutional aid; social environment
characteristics including school size, degree of urbanization, percentage of
full-time students, and student service expenditures; and academic
environment characteristics including student-faculty ratio and cost of
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tuition. H0: The regulation of adequacy of full-time faculty will make no
significant contribution in the variability of graduation rates. H1: The
regulation of adequacy of full-time faculty will significantly affect the
variability of graduation rates (p < .05).
Each question was investigated using quantitative techniques. Question one sought to
isolate the graduation rate variable and to determine if graduation rate correlation existed
among regional accrediting groups. The theoretical model equation is given by:
NCES Graduation Rate = b0 + bi(RE)i + bj(IS)j + bk(SE)k + bl(AE)l + e

(3.1)

Where:
b0 is the intercept,
(RE)i is a set of dummy-coded variables for each of the six regional accreditors,
(IS)j is a set of institutional student characteristics,
(SE)k is a set of social environment characteristics,
(AE)l is an academic environment characteristics, and
e is the error term.
Research Question 2
Question two involved an investigation using a similar model but included a
variable representing the institution’s regulation for the adequacy of full-time faculty.
The form of the equation is:
NCES Graduation Rate = b0 + b1Rm1 + b2Rm2 + b3Rm3 + bi(IS)i + bj(SE)j + bk(AE)k + e
(3.1)
where:
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b0 is the intercept,
Rm1 is the percentage of instructional expenditures,
Rm2: is the ratio of full-time faculty,
Rm3: is the binary variable for the regulation of adequacy of full-time faculty,
(IS)i is a set of institutional student characteristics,
(SE)j is a set of social environment characteristics,
(AE)k is an academic environment characteristics, and
e is the error term.
The first research question allowed for the investigation of correlation in graduation rates
among all six regional accreditors. Post-hoc analysis was performed to determine the
nature and direction of differences in graduation rates among regional accreditors. The
second research question divided all community colleges into two groups, those colleges
belonging to regional accreditors that regulate for the adequacy of full-time faculty and
those that do not. The second question was investigated using three models, the first two
of which were used to determine if the variables for instructional spending and ratio of
full-time faculty correlated with graduation rates (Bailey et al., 2005; Calcagno et al.,
2008; Ehrenberg & Zhang, 2005; Harrington & Schibik, 2001; Jacoby, 2006; Jaeger &
Eagan, 2009). The third model was used to determine if regulation of adequacy of fulltime faculty was a significant predictor of graduation rates.
Research Context
The context of this research was to include all 2-year colleges and to control for
relevant characteristics known to affect graduation rates. The study used data provided by
the NCES and reported by community colleges through their annual surveys of the
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IPEDS. The study also examined these same colleges for their regional accrediting
organization representation. There was no attempt to exclude any community college,
and colleges were only excluded if they were missing data needed for the conceptual
model. Twenty colleges were excluded from the study for failure to report graduation
rates or other data needed for the conceptual model. All colleges included in the study
were classified by the NCES (2011) as Title IV receiving, public 2-year institutions.
Participants
This study included all Title IV receiving public 2-year community colleges in the
United States. Schools are required to publish their current accreditation affiliation and
current status on their websites. The college websites were used to categorize the
population of approximately 1,100 United States community colleges into their regional
affiliate groups. Twenty colleges with missing data were eliminated from the study, and
only those community colleges that are in good standing with their regional accreditor
were included in the analysis. Table 3.1 shows the final breakdown of the number of
community colleges included in the study, as well as their enrollment, grouped by
regional accreditor. The primary reason for exclusion from participation was lack of
reporting of graduation rates.
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Table 3.1

Distribution of Participants Based on Regional Accreditor
Institutions
N

2010 Annual
Enrollment

Middle States (MSCHE)

92

1,163,148

New England (NEASC-CIHE)

45

304,091

North Central (NCA-HLC)

385

3,427,053

Southern Association (SACSCOC)

368

2,971,681

Northwest (NWCCU)

70

593,378

Western Association (WASC-ACCJC)

120

2,521,881

1,080

10,981,232

Regional Accreditor

Totals

The colleges in this study represented the data retrieved from the NCES IPEDS
Data Center on July 16, 2012. Of the institutions in this study, 385 or 36% have no
accrediting standards regulating the adequacy of full-time faculty. These schools not
regulated for adequacy of full-time faculty are all regionally accredited by the NCA-HLC
(NCA-HLC, 2011).
Instruments and Materials
No data collection instruments or materials were used for this study. The study
included data retrieved from only publically available sources. These sources included
the NCES and websites for the six regional accrediting agencies. The Institutional
Review Board (IRB) recognized that this study did not meet the definitions for human
subjects research and did not require approval by the IRB. The letter of approval from
the IRB is given in Appendix A.
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Procedures for Data Collection
The data were retrieved from the NCES website using the peer analysis tool and
from the websites of each regional accreditor in the United States. The most currently
available dataset published by the NCES was the 2010 IPEDS completion surveys. The
IPEDS Data Center Peer Analysis Tool allowed for a custom dataset specified to the
conceptual model for this study. The dataset retrieved for this study included three search
criteria. All schools in this study were: (a) from the public 2-year sector, (b) eligible for
Title IV funds, and (c) located within the United States.
Procedures for Data Analysis
Graduation rates, enrollment, financial aid, human resources, completion, and
financial data are reported by all Title IV receiving, public 2-year institutions to the
Federal government at the institutional level. Each college’s institutional data are
published annually by the NCES and all schools follow the definitions and reporting
requirements set forth by the USDE.
The graduation rates used as the dependent variable in this analysis represented a
three-year longitudinal study of the fall 2007 first-time full-time student cohorts for each
institution included in the study. Table 3.2 identifies the variables and provides a brief
description and source of each variable. All variables described in Table 3.2 are
continuous-type variables with the exception of urbanization classification and accreditor.
The coding for the six classifications of regional accreditors and four categories of
urbanization resulted in nine total variables for the main model investigation of research
question one (Pedhazur, 1982, p. 281). A summary of the coding process and variable
naming are given in Table 3.3.
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The model for research question one was used to determine if there was a
correlation between regional accreditation affiliation and graduation rate while
controlling for other institutional variables known to affect graduation rates. Post-hoc
analysis was used to determine the magnitude and direction of the differences in
graduation rates among all accreditors.
Table 3.2

Description of Source of Model Variables
Variable

Dependent variable
NCES graduation rate

Description

Source

Ratio of graduates to 2007 first-time, full-time
students

NCES

Categorical variable denoting regional accreditation
entity.

Accreditor
Websites

Faculty-student ratio

Ratio of full-time equivalent faculty to full-timeequivalent student

NCES

Tuition

In-district tuition

NCES

% minority students

ratio of sum of minority groups to all students

NCES

Independent variables
Regional accreditor

Number of first-time students who are full-time
% full-time students

NCES
Ratio of cohort receiving federal aid

% federal financial aid
Ratio of cohort receiving state aid

NCES

Ratio of cohort receiving institutional aid

NCES

% state financial aid
% institutional financial aid
NCES
Ratio of student headcount to all institutional average
School size
Percentage of core expenditures on instruction
Instructional expenditures

Percentage of core expenditures on student service

Student services expenditures

Degree of urbanization of the college’s location

NCES

NCES

Urbanization

NCES

NCES
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Table 3.3

Description of Coding for Nominal Variable Classifications

Categories

Coding Description

New Variable Name

Urbanization Classifications
Rural

Comparison group

-

Town

1 - town, 0 - all other

Town

Suburb

1 - suburb, 0 - all other

Suburb

City

1 - city, 0 - all other

City

North Central

Comparison group

-

New England

1 - New England, 0 - all other

New England

Northwest

1 - Northwest, 0 - all other

Northwest

Middle States

1 - Middle States, 0 - all other

Middle States

Western

1 - Western, 0 - all other

Western

Southern

1 - Southern, 0 - all other

Southern

Regional Accreditor

Research question two was also investigated using linear regression techniques.
The six regional accreditors were divided into two groups: (a) community colleges
regulated for the effects of regional accreditation of full-time faculty, and (b) community
colleges not regulated for the effects of regional accreditation of fulltime faculty. Models
1 and 2 were designed to compare the prior research for significant institutional factors
affecting graduation rate to the proposed regression equation model for the investigation
of research question one. In each model, control variables were held constant. Model one
investigated the correlation of instructional spending on graduation rate. Model two
investigated the correlation of full-time faculty on graduation rate. Model three
investigated the effects of dichotomous variable for the regulation of full-time faculty
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among regional accreditors. All calculations and coding of variables were performed
using SPSS® statistical software.
Summary of Methodology
Chapter III presented a discussion of the correlational research design used in this
study. The criteria for the selection of colleges were identified and 1,080 colleges were
included in the study. The sources of data were described. The research questions were
stated and quantitative methods were described for the investigation of each research
question. Variables used in the study were fully described and coding methods were
presented. The chapter concluded with a description of quantitative methods to
investigate each research question.
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CHAPTER IV
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

This chapter presents an overview of results and presentation of significant
findings. This chapter is divided into four parts. In part one, a review of regional
accreditation membership and an examination of descriptive statistics for graduation rates
among regional accreditors in absence of any control factors is provided. In part two, the
results and discussion of research question one are presented. This includes descriptive
statistics and the results of the regression analysis to investigate the correlation between
graduation rates of each regional accreditation agency, as well as a discussion of the
effects of the control variables of faculty-student ratio, tuition, percentage of minority
students, percentage of federal funded students, percentage of state funded students,
percentage of institutional funded students, schools size, instructional expenditures,
student service expenditures, and urbanization. In part three, the results and discussion
for research question two are presented. This includes descriptive statistics and results of
a three-model comparison for the instructional expenditure, ratio of full-time faculty, and
regulation of adequate full-time faculty. Part four concludes the chapter with a summary
of findings.
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Regional Accreditation and Graduation Rate
Regional accreditation of the nation’s postsecondary institutions of higher
learning is divided into six geographically based regions. One of the primary purposes
served by accreditation is that it is required for access to Title IV federal funds (Cohen &
Brawer, 2008). This study’s population was all United States, Title IV receiving, public
2-year institutions. The Title IV eligibility criteria designates that all institutions in the
study are members of one of the six regional accrediting agencies. These agencies are
recognized and approved by the Federal government and serve to regulate quality of
colleges and schools in lieu of a government monitoring agency (Cohen & Brawer,
2008).
Of the schools in this study (N = 1,080), 368 were affiliated with SACSCOC, 385
were affiliated with NCA-HLC, 120 were affiliated with WASC-ACCJC, 92 were
affiliated with MSCHE, 70 were affiliated with NWCCU, and 45 were affiliated with
NEASC-CIHE. Table 4.1 shows names of states that are regulated by each regional
accreditor.
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Table 4.1

State of Affiliation by Regional Accreditor

Middle
States

North
Central

Delaware
Maryland
New Jersey
New York
Pennsylvania
Washington
D.C.

Arkansas
Arizona
Colorado
Iowa
Illinois
Indiana
Kansas
Michigan
Minnesota
Missouri
New
Mexico
North
Dakota
Nebraska
Ohio
Oklahoma
South
Dakota
West
Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming

Northwest

Western

New England

Southern

Alaska
Idaho
Montana
Nevada
Oregon
Utah
Washington

California
Hawaii

Connecticut
Maine
Massachusetts
New
Hampshire
Rhode Island
Vermont

Alabama
Florida
Georgia
Kentucky
Louisiana
Mississippi
North
Carolina
South
Carolina
Tennessee
Texas
Virginia

Institutional graduation rates are viewed as one measure of institutional quality,
and accrediting organizations are those responsible for ensuring quality (Cohen &
Brawer, 2008). Table 4.2 shows basic descriptive statistics for graduation rate
disaggregated by regional accreditor. The Northwest region had the highest median
graduation rates (26%), Western was second (23%), North Central and Southern
Association were third (22%) , and New England and Middle States region had the
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lowest median graduation rates (17%) among all U.S. regional accreditors of community
colleges. The median graduation rate of all colleges in this study was 22% (M = 27.55,
95% CI [26.36, 28.74]). From a national perspective, approximately one out of four fulltime first-time community college students from regionally accredited institutions earned
an associate-type degree or certificate.
Table 4.2

Descriptive Statistics for Graduation Rates for Community Colleges by
Regional Accreditor

Regional
Accreditor

N Colleges

Mean

Median

Std. Dev

Min

Max

Middle States

92

19.84

16.5

12.974

5

90

North Central

385

28.62

22

21.11

0

100

Southern

368

29.52

22

21.83

2

100

Northwest

70

29.06

25.5

17.977

8

100

Western

120

25.66

23

14.629

6

93

New England

45

20.87

17

16.405

6

100

A simple one-way analysis of variance showed significant differences in
graduation rates among regional accreditors, F(4, 1074) = 5.07, p < .01. Tukey post-hoc
comparisons of the six groups indicated that graduation rates among affiliates of the
Middle States were significantly lower than North Central (p < .01), the only accreditor
which does not have a policy regulating the numbers and usage of part-time faculty;
Northwestern (p < .05); and the Southern Association (p < .01), and not significant from
the New England region.
This study consisted of a sample of 1,080 regionally accredited community
colleges. A comparison of graduation rates among the six regional accreditors of
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community colleges shows significant variability among community colleges. While
these differences do not provide causal factors associated with the differences in
graduation rates among the nation’s regional accreditors, the results encourage further
inquiry as to the nature of a relationship between standards of accreditation and measures
of institutional quality such as graduation rate.
Research Question One
The purpose of this study was to extend the research of institutional models for
variables affecting community college graduation rates. To accomplish this, an
investigation of the categorical variable of regional accreditation affiliation for N = 1080
public 2-year community colleges in the United States was included as a predictor
variable of graduation rate. Table 4.3 shows the distribution of community colleges by
regional accreditor that contributed to the results of this study.
Research question one: Is there a significant correlation between graduation rates
and regional accreditation affiliation, while controlling for the effects of institutional
student characteristics including minority ratios, and ratio of student on federal, state and
institutional aid; social environment characteristics including school size, degree of
urbanization, percentage of full-time students, and student service expenditures; and
academic environment characteristics including student-faculty ratio and cost of tuition.
H0: There will be no correlation in graduation rates among schools in different regional
accrediting groups. H1: There will be a correlation in graduation rates among schools in
different regional accrediting groups (p < .05), was investigated using a linear regression
that controlled for specific independent variables that had expectations, based on the
review of the literature, of affecting graduation rates.
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Table 4.3

Counts of Community Colleges By Regional Accreditor

Regional Accreditor

Community College N

Middle States (MSCHE)

92

New England (NEASC-CIHE)

45

North Central (NCA-HLC)

385

Southern Association (SACSCOC)

368

Northwest (NWCCU)

70

Western Association (WASC-ACCJC)

120

Totals

1,080

Research question one integrated the categorical variable of regional accrediting
groups and control for other student, environment, and academic characteristics. The
theoretical model equation was given by:
NCES Graduation Rate = b0 + bi(RE)i + bj(IS)j + bk(SE)k + bl(AE)l + e

(4.1)

Where:
b0 is the intercept,
(RE)i is a set of dummy-coded variables for each of the six regional accreditors,
(IS)j is a set of institutional student characteristics,
(SE)k is a set of social environment characteristics,
(AE)l is an academic environment characteristics, and
e is the error term.
The model contained two categorical variables: six categories of regional
accreditation affiliation and four categories of urbanization. After coding categorical
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variables, the resulting model consisted of 18 predictor variables and the dependent
variable, graduation rate. Issues with missing data resulted in a smaller number of
colleges in the final analysis. Data were omitted primarily because of missing data
associated with college spending for instruction and student services. The results of
research question one were based on N = 966 schools, or 88% of all community colleges
in the United States. Table 4.4 provides the mean and standard deviation of all model
variables used in the investigation of research question one. The mean graduation rate for
all community colleges in the investigation of research question one was 23%, and the
standard deviation was 13.9%.
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Table 4.4

Descriptive Statistics for Research Question One

Variables

M

SD

23.230

13.863

Institution size ratio

1.106

1.114

Student-to-faculty ratio

21.390

6.615

Minority %

0.333

0.232

Full-time student %

0.456

0.142

Federal aid %

0.532

0.162

State aid %

0.340

0.224

Institutional aid %

0.134

0.161

Tuition costs

2294

1171

11.115

5.246

Town location

0.216

0.412

Suburb location

0.1698

0.376

City location

0.294

0.456

Instructional expenditures

44.64

8.811

North Central

0.361

0.481

New England

0.0456

0.209

Northwest

0.067

0.251

Middle States

0.091

0.288

Western Association

0.1211

0.326

Southern

0.314

0.464

Dependent Variables
Graduation Rate
Independent Variables

Student service expenditure %
Urbanization

Regional Accreditors

The model’s solution was calculated using OLR techniques where all variables
were entered into the model at one time. All calculations, including the variable coding,
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were performed using SPSS® statistical software. Regression coefficients, p-values, and
95% confidence intervals for the regression coefficients are given in Table 4.5. The
overall R2 of the model used to investigate research question one was 0.229, indicating
that approximately 23% of the variance in graduation rates is explained by all available
information (Pedhazur, 1982, p. 341).
The results yielded several significant determinants of graduation rates. Many of
the control variables yielded significant correlations with graduation rates. As institution
size increases, graduation rates decreased (p < 0.05). As the percentage of minorities
increased, graduation rates decreased (p < 0.01). As the percentage of full-time students
increased, graduation rates tend to increased (p < 0.01). As the percentage of state
financial aid increased, graduation rates tend to increased (p < 0.01). As the percentage of
institution financial aid increased, graduation rates increased (p < 0.05). As the amount of
instructional expenditures increased, graduation rates increased (p < 0.01). For
community colleges in more urban areas, graduation rates decreased (p < 0.05). As the
student-to-faculty ratio increased, graduation rates decreased (p < 0.01). Several control
variables did not have a significant correlation with graduation rates. Percentage of
students on federal financial aid (p = 0.287) and student service expenditures (p = 0.597)
were not significant predictors of graduation rate. Additionally, community colleges
located in town (p = 0.141) and suburb (p = 0.329) locations did not have significantly
different graduation rates when compared with community colleges in rural locations.
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Table 4.5

Determinants of Graduation Rate for Community Colleges

Predictor

B

Sig

95% CI

Institution size

-1.187

0.012

[-2.12, -.258]

Student-to-faculty ratio

-0.269

0.000

[-0.415, -0.122]

Minority %

-5.882

0.008

[-10.24, -1.52]

Full-time student %

19.309

0.000

[12.54, 26.08]

Federal aid %

-0.035

0.287

[-0.10, 0.030]

State aid %

0.068

0.001

[0.03, 0.11]

Institutional aid %

0.072

0.016

[0.01, 0.13]

Tuition costs

0.001

0.011

[0.00, 0.02]

Instructional expenditure %

0.303

0.000

[0.21, 0.40]

Student service expenditure %

-0.043

0.597

[-0.20, 0.12]

Town location

1.654

0.141

[-0.55, 3.86]

Suburb location

-1.335

0.329

[-4.02, 1.35]

City location

-2.772

0.017

[-0.49, 0.56]

Middle States

-6.48

0.000

[-9.64, -3.32]

New England

-6.05

0.004

[-10.15, -1.95]

Northwest

0.988

0.565

[-2.38, 4.36]

Southern Association

-0.149

0.891

[-2.29, 1.99]

Western Association

11.61

0.000

[7.75, 15.47]

Total R2

0.229

F

15.59

Urbanization

Regional affiliate
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The model results associated with research question one involved the coefficients
and results of the five dummy-categorical variables. The following results are compared
to the base category:
•

Colleges in the Middle States accrediting region tend to have lower
graduation rates (p < .01, 95% CI for B [-9.64, -3.32]) when compared to
community colleges in the North Central region.

•

Colleges in the New England accrediting region tend to have lower
graduation rates (p < .01, 95% CI for B [-10.24, -1.52]) when compared to
community colleges in the North Central region.

•

Colleges in the Western Association accrediting region tend to have higher
graduation rates (p < .01, 95% CI for B [7.75, 15.47]) when compared to
the community colleges in the North Central.

•

Colleges in the Northwest Commission do not have significantly different
graduation rates when compared to community colleges in the North
Central (p = 0.565).

•

Colleges in the Southern region do not have significantly different
graduation rates when compared to institutions in the North Central region
(p = 0.891).

The results of the main model are interpreted by comparing all regional
accreditors with the NCA-HLC. Tables 4.6 through 4.10 represent a post-hoc assessment
of the linear regression analysis for the accreditation variable. Only the variables affected
are shown in each table. The control variables, their coefficients, and p-values remained
the same. The results in Table 4.6 yielded that, when compared to community colleges in
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the Southern Association, colleges in the Middle States and New England regions have
significantly lower graduation rates (p < .01). Colleges in the Western Association have
significantly higher graduation rates when compared with the Southern Association (p <
.01).
Table 4.6

Regional Affiliate Comparisons to the Southern Association (SACSCOC)

Predictor

B

Sig

95% CI

Middle States

-6.331

0.000

[-9.58, -3.08]

New England

-5.902

0.007

[-1.59, 0.75]

Northwest

1.137

0.519

[-2.33, 4.60]

North Central

0.149

0.891

[-2.29, 1.99]

Western Association

11.756

0.000

[8.17, 15.34]

Total R2

0.229

F

15.59

Regional affiliate

When compared to community colleges the Northwest region, colleges in the
Middle States and New England regions have significantly lower graduation rates (p <
.01). Shown in Table 4.7, community colleges in the Western Association have
significantly higher graduation rates when compared with the Northwest region (p < .01).
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Table 4.7

Regional Affiliate Comparisons to Northwest Association (NWCCU)

Predictor

B

Sig

95% CI

Middle States

-7.468

0.000

[-11.53, -3.43]

New England

-7.039

0.004

[-11.88, -2.19]

Southern Association

-1.137

0.519

[-4.60, 2.33]

North Central

-0.988

0.565

[-4.35, 2.38]

Western Association

10.619

0.000

[5.96, 15.28]

Total R2

0.229

F

15.59

Regional affiliate

Shown in Table 4.8, when compared to community colleges the Middle States,
colleges in the Northwest, Southern, North Central, and Western regions all have
significantly higher graduation rates (p < .01). The results in Table 4.9 yielded that, when
compared to community colleges the Western region, all other community colleges had
significantly lower graduation rates. (p < .01). Table 4.10 shows results that determined
the colleges from Western, Northwest, Southern, and North Central have significantly
higher graduation rates when compared with the New England region, and colleges from
the Middle States are not significantly different from colleges in the New England region.
The results in Table 4.9 yielded that, when compared to community colleges the Western
region, all other community colleges had significantly lower graduation rates. (p < .01).
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Table 4.8

Regional Affiliate Comparisons to Middle States (MSCHE)

Predictor

B

Sig

95% CI

Northwest

7.47

0.000

[3.48, 11.53]

New England

.429

0.857

[-4.23, 5.09]

Southern Association

6.331

0.000

[3.08, 9.58]

North Central

6.480

0.000

[-3.32, 9.64]

Western Association

18.087

0.000

[13.71, 22.47]

Total R2

0.229

F

15.59

Regional affiliate

Table 4.9

Regional Affiliate Comparisons to Western Association (WASC-ACCJC)

Predictor

B

Sig

95% CI

Northwest

-10.619

0.000

[-15.28, -8.18]

New England

-17.657

0.000

[-23.06, -12.25]

Southern Association

-11.756

0.000

[-15.34, -8.18]

North Central

-11.607

0.000

[-15.47, -7.75]

Middle States

-18.087

0.000

[-22.47, -13.71]

Regional affiliate

Total R2

0.229

F

15.59

Table 4.10 shows results that determined the colleges from Western, Northwest,
Southern, and North Central have significantly higher graduation rates when compared
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with the New England region, and colleges from the Middle States are not significantly
different from colleges in the New England region.
Table 4.10 Regional Affiliate Comparisons to New England (NEASC-CIHE)
Predictor

B

Sig

95% CI

Regional affiliate
Northwest

7.039

0.004

[2.19, 11.89]

Western

17.658

0.000

[12.25, 23.06]

Southern Association

5.902

0.007

[1.591,10.213]

North Central

6.051

0.004

[1.95,10.15]

Middle States

-.429

0.857

[-5.09, 4.23]

Total R2

0.229

F

15.59

The results of the regression model showed that the colleges from the Western
region had the highest correlation with graduation rates after controlling for a number of
institutional variables known to affect graduation rate. These results differed greatly
when compared to the one-way analysis of variance based only graduation rate, which
showed the Southern Association region with the highest overall mean for graduation
rates. The results of research question one differed greatly when compared to the oneway analysis of variance based only on graduation rates, which showed the SACSCOC
region with the highest mean overall graduation rates. The hypothesis for research
question one was supported. Model results showed that in institutional models of
graduation rates, regional accreditation correlated significantly with graduation rates.
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Research Question Two
The purpose of this study was to extend the research of institutional models for
variables affecting community college graduation rates. Research question two, Do
colleges that are regulated for the adequacy of full-time faculty tend to have higher
graduation rates than those that are not regulated for the adequacy of full-time faculty,
while controlling for the effects of institutional student characteristics including minority
ratios, and ratio of student on federal, state and institutional aid; social environment
characteristics including school size, degree of urbanization, percentage of full-time
students, and student service expenditures; and academic environment characteristics
including student-faculty ratio and cost of tuition. H0: The regulation of adequacy of
full-time faculty will make no significant contribution in the variability of graduation
rates. H1: The regulation of adequacy of full-time faculty will significantly affect the
variability of graduation rates (p < .05), required the formulation of a variable to
represent the regional accreditation of the adequacy of full-time faculty. A careful
examination of the accreditation regulation standards of the six regional accreditors
allowed the construction of a dichotomous classification of community colleges for the
regulation of the adequacy of full-time faculty. All regionally accredited community
colleges in the United States are regulated for the adequacy of full-time faculty with the
exception of 385 community colleges in nineteen states receiving accreditation by the
NCA-HLC (NCA-HLC, 2011).
Research question two involved the formulation of a regression equation that
introduces a variable which isolates the effects of the accrediting standards on graduation
rate.
68

The form of the equation is:
NCES Graduation Rate = b0 + b1Rm1 + b2Rm2 + b3Rm3 + bi(IS)i + bj(SE)j + bk(AE)k + e
(4.2)
where:
b0 is the intercept,
Rm1 is the percentage of instructional expenditures,
Rm2: is the ratio of full-time faculty to all faculty,
Rm3: is the binary variable for the regulation of adequacy of full-time faculty,
(IS)i is a set of institutional student characteristics,
(SE)j is a set of social environment characteristics,
(AE)k is an academic environment characteristics, and
e is the error term.
The solution to the regression equation was calculated using ordinary linear
regression techniques, and all variables were entered into the model at one time. The
investigation of research question two was directed into three models. Models were
designed to compare the prior research for significant institutional factors affecting
graduation rate to the regression model (model three) for the investigation of research
question two. In each model, control variables were held constant. Model one
investigated the correlation of instructional spending on graduation rate. Model two
investigated the correlation of full-time faculty on graduation rate. Model three
investigated the effects of the dichotomous variable for the regulation of full-time faculty
among regional accreditors. Model effects were also compared to determine the best-fit
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model for predicting the variability in graduation rates. All calculations and coding of
variables were performed using SPSS® statistical software.
Table 4.11 provides the descriptive statistics for mean and standard deviation of
all model variables used in the investigation of research question two.
Table 4.11 Descriptive Statistics Research Question Two
Variables

M

SD

23.230

13.863

Institution size ratio

1.106

1.114

Student-to-faculty ratio

21.390

6.615

Minority %

0.333

0.232

Full-time student %

0.456

0.142

Federal aid %

0.532

0.162

State aid %

0.340

0.224

Institutional aid %

0.134

0.161

Tuition costs

2294

1171

11.115

5.246

Town location

0.216

0.412

Suburb location

0.170

0.376

City location

0.294

0.456

Instructional expenditures (model 1)

44.64

8.811

Full-time faculty ratio (model 2)

0.346

0.178

Accreditation FT-faculty (model 3)

0.639

0.481

Dependent variables
Graduation rate
Independent variables

Student service expenditure %
Urbanization

Model variables
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The mean graduation rate for all community colleges in the investigation of
research question one was 23%, and the standard deviation was 13.9%. On average, the
community colleges included in this study spent 44% of their core expenditures on
instruction, had 34% full-time faculty, and most (64%) were regulated for the adequacy
of full-time faculty by their regional accreditor.
The three models were solved by ordinary linear regression techniques where all
variables were entered into the model at one time. All calculations, including the variable
coding, were performed using SPSS® statistical software. Regression coefficients, pvalues, and 95% confidence intervals for the regression coefficients and model
comparison are given in Table 4.12.
In model one, the variable for instructional expenditures was investigated as a
predictor of graduation rates along with several control variables. This model served as a
baseline for model effects and fit. The overall R2 of model one was 0.157 determining
that 16% of the variance in graduation rates was explained by the full model.
Model one identified several factors as significant predictors of graduation rates.
As institution size increases, graduation rates decrease (p < .05). As the number of fulltime students increased, graduation rate increased (p < ,01). As federal, state and
institutional financial aid increased, graduation rates increased (p < .05). Community
colleges in urban areas have lower graduation rates than community colleges in rural
areas (p < .01). Independent variables not determined to be significant predictors of
graduation rate included minority students, tuition costs, student service expenditures,
and colleges in town and suburban locations.
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Table 4.12 Determinants of Graduation Rate Research Question Two
Model 1

Model 2

Model 3

B

Sig

B

Sig

B

Sig

Institution size

-1.171

0.016

-0.759

0.003

-1.070

0.031

Student-to-faculty ratio

-0.135

0.069

-0.189

0.008

-0.203

0.007

Minority %

-3.338

0.130

-8.41

0.000

-4.671

0.039

Full-time student %

18.073

0.000

8.785

0.013

20.106

0.000

Federal aid %

-0.090

0.003

-0.109

0.000

-0.122

0.000

State aid %

0.093

0.000

0.090

0.000

0.092

0.000

Institutional aid %

0.064

0.038

0.005

0.867

0.037

0.236

Tuition cost

0.000

0.275

0.000

0.272

-0.001

0.167

Student service expenditure

0.062

0.454

-0.022

0.779

0.015

0.860

Town location

2.051

0.078

1.747

0.122

2.074

0.079

Suburb location

-2.324

0.097

-1.099

0.417

-1.407

0.321

City location

-3.165

0.008

-2.356

0.041

-2.211

0.067

0.291

0.000

-

-

-

-

FT faculty ratio (model 2)

-

-

23.84

0.000

-

-

Accred FT-faculty (model 3)

-

-

-

-

-1.002

0.311

Total R2

0.157

-

0.214

-

0.128

-

F

14.78

0.000

19.94

0.000

11.88

0.000

Predictor

Urbanization

Model variables
Instr expenditures (model 1)

In model two, the variable for instructional expenditures was substituted by the
variable for the ratio of full-time faculty, a primary expenditure for instruction. This
model yielded higher effects than model one and accounted for 21% of the variability in
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graduation rate, an improvement of 5% when compared to the R2 of model one. Model
two identified several factors as significant predictors of graduation rates. As institution
size increased, graduation rate decreased (p < 0.01). As the percentage of minority
student population increased, graduation rates decreased (p < 0.01). As the ratio of fulltime students increased, graduation rates increased (p < 0.05). Schools with increased
federal and state financial aid have increased graduation rates (p < 0.01). Community
colleges in urban areas had lower graduation rates than community colleges in rural areas
(p < 0.05). As the ratio of full-time faculty increased, graduation rates increased (p <
0.01). Not only was the variable for full-time faculty determined significant, but the
effects (B = 23.84), were the largest of all predictor variables. The large effects of fulltime faculty were also concluded in the Jacoby study (Jacoby, 2006).
In model three, the variable for instructional expenditures was substituted by the
binary variable for the regulation of adequacy of full-time faculty. The variable became
dichotomously coded, where “1” represented schools that were regulated for the
adequacy of full-time faculty, and “0” for schools not regulated for the adequacy of fulltime faculty. Model three struggled for adequate effect size, and only 12% of the variance
in graduation rate was accounted for by the model, a decrease of 8% when compared with
model two, and a decrease of 3% when compared with model one. Model three identified
several factors as significant predictors of graduation rates. As institution size increased,
graduation rate decreased (p < .05). As the percentage of minority student population
increased, graduation rates decreased (p < .05). As the ratio of full-time students
increased, graduation rates increased (p < .05). Schools with increased federal and state
financial aid had increased graduation rates (p < .01). Model three variables that were
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not considered significant towards predicting graduation rates were the percentage of
institutional aid (p = 0.236), tuition cost (p = 0.167), student service expenditures (p =
0.860), town locations (p = 0.079), suburb locations (p = 0.321), and colleges accredited
for adequacy of full-time faculty (p = 0.311). These results determined that the
hypothesis for research question two was not supported, and there is not enough evidence
to conclude that the regulation of full-time faculty correlates significantly with graduation
rate.
Summary of Research Findings
The findings in this chapter led to the conclusion that there were significant
differences in graduation rates among accrediting organizations; however, linking these
differences to the regulation of adequate full-time faculty was inconclusive. The research
does, however, confirm the predictive nature of several variables affecting graduation
rates. Consistent across all models, graduation rates were affected negatively by
increases in school size, increased minority populations, and urban environments.
Graduation rates were positively impacted by increased ratios of full-time students,
increased instructional expenditures, and higher percentages of full-time faculty. This
study confirms the findings over the past decade related to institutional variables that
determine graduation rates (Bailey et al., 2005; Calcagno et al., 2008; Jacoby, 2006).
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CHAPTER V
SUMMARY, IMPLICATIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This chapter is a summation of the research study. The discussion begins with a
summary of the findings of the study, followed by four conclusions drawn from the
study’s findings. The limitations, implications for practice, and recommendations for
further research are also discussed.
Summary of Results
This study consisted of two primary research questions. First, the study sought to
determine if there were significant differences in graduation rates based on a college’s
regional accreditor. And second, the study investigated the effects of the dichotomous
variable for regulation of adequacy of full-time faculty on the student outcome for
graduation rates.
Research Question One
The first research question stated: Is there a difference between regional
accreditation affiliation and graduation rate, while controlling for the effects of
institution size, minority representation, student status, financial aid, tuition costs,
instructional and student service spending, and urbanization? This question was
investigated using a theoretical linear model of graduation rate using the categorical

75

variable of regional accrediting groups and several other control variables for student,
environment, and academic characteristics. The theoretical model equation was given by:
NCES Graduation Rate = b0 + bi(RE)i + bj(IS)j + bk(SE)k + bl(AE)l + e

(5.1)

Where:
b0 is the intercept,
(RE)i is a set of dummy-coded variables for each of the six regional accreditors,
(IS)j is a set of institutional student characteristics,
(SE)k is a set of social environment characteristics,
(AE)l is an academic environment characteristics, and
e is the error term.
The model was used to predict graduation rates for 1,080 community colleges in
the United States. Findings concluded that there were significant differences in
graduation rates among regional accreditors. Post-hoc analysis determined the nature of
the affects among each regional accreditor. The analysis resulted in two conclusions.
Conclusion 1
Colleges in the WASC-ACCJC region exhibited significantly higher graduation
rates when compared to all other regional accreditors (p < 0.01). This was not evident
during the initial descriptive calculations where SACSCOC region was calculated to have
the highest overall mean graduation rate of 29% among all regional accreditors. This
outcome was attributed to both use of model controls and to the decreased variability in
graduation rate among schools in WASC-ACCJC region. The standard deviation among
graduation rates in the WASSC-ACCJC region was smaller than any other regional
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accreditor. Additionally, the WASC-ACCJC region regulates schools in the states of
California and Hawaii with most of the community colleges in this group from California
(N = 114 in California and N = 6 in Hawaii). The WASSC-ACCJC region is regulated for
the usage of full-time faculty, and additionally, California has more prescriptive
requirements for usage of full-time faculty. California is the only state in the United
States to mandate 70% usage of full-time faculty for instruction in its community
colleges (Chancellors Office of California Community Colleges, 1987). Full-time faculty
has been shown to be a significant determinate of graduation rates (Bailey et al., 2005;
Calcagno et al., 2008; Jacoby, 2006). It may be possible that the more rigorous standards
in California attribute to the dominance of this region’s graduation rates over all other
regional accreditors.
Conclusion 2
Post-hoc analysis also revealed that while not significantly different from each
other, the colleges in the MSCHE and NEASC-CIHE correlated significantly with lower
graduation rates when compared to all other regional accreditors (p < 0.01). The MSCHE
regulates the states of Delaware, Maryland, New Jersey, New York, Pennsylvania, and
Washington, D.C. The NEASC-CIHE regulates the states of Connecticut, Maine,
Massachusetts, New Hampshire, Rhode Island, and Vermont. Both the New England and
Middle States regional accreditors have standards for the regulation of full-time faculty
(MSCHE, 2009; NEASC-CIHE, 2011), but the requirements are not prescriptive in
nature, and no reporting guidelines are provided to strengthen the assessment of adequate
numbers of full-time faculty.
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Research Question Two
The second research question states: Do colleges that are regulated for the
adequacy of full-time faculty tend to have higher graduation rates than those that are not
regulated for the adequacy of full-time faculty, while controlling for the effects of
institutional student characteristics including minority ratios, and ratio of student on
federal, state and institutional aid; social environment characteristics including school
size, degree of urbanization, percentage of full-time students, and student service
expenditures; and academic environment characteristics including student-faculty ratio
and cost of tuition. H0: The regulation of adequacy of full-time faculty will make no
significant contribution in the variability of graduation rates. H1: The regulation of
adequacy of full-time faculty will significantly affect the variability of graduation rates (p
< .05).
This question was investigated using three regression models. The models were
designed to compare the prior research for significant institutional factors affecting
graduation rate to the proposed regression equation model for the investigation of
research question one. In each model, control variables were held constant. Model one
investigated the correlation of instructional spending and graduation rate. Model two
investigated the correlation of full-time faculty and graduation rate. Model three
investigated the correlation of regulation of full-time faculty among regional accreditors
and graduation rate. All calculations and coding of variables were performed using
SPSS® statistical software. The theoretical model equation for research question two was
given by:
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NCES Graduation Rate = b0 + b1Rm1 + b2Rm2 + b3Rm3 + bi(IS)i + bj(SE)j + bk(AE)k + e
(5.2)
where:
b0 is the intercept,
Rm1 is the percentage of instructional expenditures,
Rm2: is the ratio of full-time faculty,
Rm3: is the binary variable for the regulation of adequacy of full-time faculty,
(IS)i is a set of institutional student characteristics,
(SE)j is a set of social environment characteristics,
(AE)k is an academic environment characteristics, and
e is the error term.
Conclusion 1
In model one, the percentage of full-time students (p < 0.01) and instructional
expenditures (p < 0.01) were significant predictors of graduation rate. In model two, the
ratio of full-time faculty (p < 0.01) was a significant predictor of graduation rate. Model
two also had high effects for both overall model fit (R2 = 0.21) and for the variable for the
ratio of full-time-faculty (B = 23.84). Other significant determinates of graduation rates
across models were institution size (p < 0.05), percentage of minority enrollment (p <
0.05), and increased urbanization (p < 0.01). These findings agreed with prior research on
institutional factors affecting graduation rate (Bailey et al., 2005; Calcagno et al., 2008;
Jacoby, 2006). The results are also consistent with Tinto’s (1987, 1993) theoretical
framework for student retention.
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Conclusion 2
To avoid the confounding effects of variable interaction, the dichotomous variable
for the regulation of full-time faculty was substituted for the variable representing the
ratio of full-time faculty (model 2), which subsequently had replaced the variable for
instructional expenditures (model 1). This progression of variable substitution was used
to both validate prior research for the behavior of instructional expenditures and ratio of
full-time faculty and to avoid interaction effects among these variables with the
regulation of regional accreditation of full-time faculty. Model 1 and model 2 validated
prior research regarding the correlation of instructional spending and full-time faculty as
positive influences on graduation rate (Bailey et al., 2005; Calcagno et al., 2008; Jacoby,
2006). However, when comparing community colleges among regional accreditors that
had no standards for regulating the adequacy of full-time faculty with those who do,
graduation rates did not differ significantly. These findings are consistent with the
findings of research question 1, where it was conjectured that in absence of stronger
regulations for actual thresholds for numbers of full-time faculty, the non-prescriptive
regulations of the nation’s regional accreditors are not able to substitute for solid metrics
such as ratios that are comparative between institutions. The 385 community colleges
accredited by the NCS-HLC region were not regulated for the adequacy of full-time
faculty, and did not have the lowest graduation rates among the six groups. The loss in
power of model three when compared to model two above indicated that the strength of
association for the ratio of full-time faculty and the regulation of full-time faculty is
weak. This weakness and the inability to detect significance for regional accreditation
effects and graduation rates only serves to confirm the assertion of the AAUP (2008) for
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the weakness of regional accreditors to properly monitor the sufficiency of full-time
faculty.
Discussion of Findings
The problems that led to this study were that community college graduation rates
are low and the use of part-time faculty contribute to this problem. A student’s decision
to complete is complex, and it is reasonable to assume that it is dependent on many
factors (Tinto, 1987, 1993). The focus of this study was to determine the effects of
regional accreditation on graduation rate. However, to have a valid analysis, there is a
need to control for many other factors, and the results in this study gave an updated
national picture of institutional factors that affect graduation rate.
The specific rationale for the study of accreditation as a variable of interest
resulted from the purpose of accreditation. Accreditation is a holistic assessment of
institutional quality, and graduation rate is a holistic assessment of institutional quality
(Alfred, Shults, & Seybert, 2007; Eaton, 2011). The results in this study determined that
differences in the standards and practices among regional accreditors were substantial
enough to resonate in the effects of graduation rates. The WASC-ACCJC was found to
have significantly higher graduation rates than all other regional accreditors.
Additionally, the models used to address the research questions in this dissertation
included several other control variables that were based on the significant findings of
others, and all findings in this study were consistent with previous studies of this these
previous models of institutional variable effects on graduation rates (Bailey et al., 2005;
Calcagno et al., 2008; Jacoby, 2006). While the study did identify instructional spending
and ratios of full-time faculty as very significant predictors of graduation rate, the
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analysis was not successful in isolating the accrediting standard for the regulation of
adequacy of full-time faculty as a predictor of graduation rate.
The study also has theoretical implications. It contributed to the body of
knowledge for determining institutional effects on graduation rate. This study represents
a recent examination of IPEDS 2010 graduation rate data. This work confirms many of
the conclusions reached in the Jacoby’s (2006) national study of institutional effects of
graduation rate for community colleges, which was conducted using IPEDS data for
1,200 public community college data from the year 2001. These efforts contribute
towards a theoretical model for institutional effects on graduation rate.
Limitations of the Study
Tinto’s model (1975, 1993), represented in Figure 1.3, is a model involving
student-level characteristics. The primary limitation in this study was the absence of a
widely accepted theoretical framework for institution-level effects on student persistence.
This lessens the reliability for which to judge final results. Without formal guidance of a
theoretical model, the conceptual model was constructed based on Tinto’s student-level
model with variables aggregated at the institutional level and other institutional models
for graduation rate found in the review of the literature. The lack of theory in
institutional-level persistence models most likely resulted in omitted relevant variables in
the models used for this study. Omitting relevant variables gives rise to multiple
considerations. For each variable omitted, model error increases. Also the researcher
must be reasonable in making assumptions that omitted variables are not correlated to
those variables included in the model. While both of these conditions will lessen model
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power and result in larger standard errors for the estimates of model coefficients, no harm
is done by omitting such variables (Pedhazur, 1982).
Among all missing variables, the clearest example was the lack of availability of
institution-level data for pre-college performance or student ability at the time of
admission to the institution. Much of the literature on college persistence and retention,
particularly those studies conducted at single-institution settings, have determined
student-characteristics to affect the graduation and retention decision. In these studies,
such factors as student ability and motivation strongly affect graduation rates (Pascarella
& Terenzini, 2005). With regards to student ability, the confounding effects of transfer
work or any other type of postsecondary education is eliminated from the study by
including only full-time, first-time entering freshman in the calculation of graduation
rate. However, because of the diversity of students allowed by open-door admissions
policies for community colleges, there is no single reported statistical measure to profile
the current academic ability of incoming freshman for all community colleges.
Another limitation of this study was missing data among variables that were
included in the models. The participants in this study were defined as all United States
Title IV receiving, public 2-year institutions. According to the IPEDS data center, this
represented 1,100 community colleges, as of July 16, 2012. When the data were analyzed
for these 1,100 colleges, the models for research question one and two included 966
(88%) of all public community colleges in the United States. Missing data primarily
resulted from lack of submissions from community colleges for the variables of
graduation rate and instructional spending. The specific reasons for the missing data from
the NCES IPEDS survey database were unknown.
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General Recommendations for Practitioners and Policymakers
This study has implications for community college leaders and regional
accreditation agencies. And in light of the current public focus on institutional
accountability for college completion, particularly for states that have embraced funding
based on graduation rates, policymakers and state lawmakers must be aware of factors
that affect graduation rates. With many states moving toward accountability funding,
these characteristics cannot not be ignored and have important implication for policies
and funding practices at both the state and local levels.
Community college leaders should know how characteristics such as size,
institutional spending, full-time students, and full-time faculty affect graduation rates. For
example, a large multi-campus institution may consider replicating services such as
financial aid and learning resources across campuses to provide a climate that is smaller
in size. Funding priorities for increased numbers of full-time faculty could become part of
strategic planning efforts, particularly in schools with very low full-time faculty ratios.
Accreditation agencies should be aware that they too play a role in affecting
graduation rates. Because of the results of this study, regional accreditors should be
concerned for the lack of correlation between the actual ratios of full-time faculty and
their regulation for this ratio. This certainly implies that accrediting standards, such as the
regulation of adequacy of full-time faculty, may possibly be too vague. Certain standards
that have been shown to correlate so strongly with graduation rates should perhaps be
more prescriptive in nature.
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Recommendations for Future Research
During the examination of research question one, it was determined that
significant correlation in graduation rates existed among regional accreditors. After posthoc analysis, the colleges in the WASC-ACCJC region exhibited significantly higher
graduation rates when compared to all other regional accreditors (p < 0.01). Also,
colleges in the MSCHE and NEASC-CIHE correlated significantly with lower graduation
rates when compared to all other regional accreditors (p < 0.01). A detailed comparison
and cross-walk between regional accrediting standards merits further investigation. Are
differences a result of the standards themselves, or geographic policies related to
compliance with the standards, or related differences in procedures for accreditation?
Also, ratios of full-time faculty, grouped by regional accreditor, should be statistically
analyzed to more directly show the lack of correlation between the regulation for this
standard and the actual ratio of full-time faculty.
The only state in the United States to regulate the over-usage of employment of
part-time faculty is California. California established a state law to allow funding that
maintains 70% full-time faculty among its community college system (Chancellors
Office of California Community Colleges, 1987). The WASC-ACCJC regulates
California and Hawaii and was found in this study to correlate with graduation rates
higher than any other regional accreditor. This relationship merits further investigation.
It is the nature of accrediting standards to not be prescriptive, but at what price? If
accreditation effects cannot be measured, can it be assume that it is effective?
Accreditation exists to determine that colleges are of quality and are effective, but if we
cannot prove the effectiveness of the accreditation process, should it continue?
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Chapter Summary
Chapter V summarized the research study findings and presented conclusions
drawn by the researcher. The results and probable causes for findings from each research
questions were discussed, and findings were compared to other extant research studies.
Implications of the research study were presented for institutions to place in practice. In
addition, limitations of the study were acknowledged. The chapter concluded with
recommendations for researchers interested in future research relating to determining the
effects of accreditation on community college graduation rates.
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